












The Solicitors Journal. 


LONDON, JANUARY 24, 1885. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 





On Wenpvespay last Mr. Justice Kay did not sit in court, but 
devoted the whole day to disposing of a long list of matters in 
chambers. This precedent might well be followed by some others 
of the Chancery judges, and, if periodically adopted, would go far 
to expedite business and relieve the block in chambers, which, in 
some cases, is chronic. 





AN INCONVENIENCE relating to the hearing of Chancery appeals 
was brought to light on Thursday last, when there were consecu- 
tively in the list of Court of Appeal No. 1 four appeals from Mr. 
Justice Pearson. This arrangement of the list took away from the 
court of that learned judge all, or nearly all, of his leading counsel 
throughout the whole day, and caused considerable difficulty in 
both courts. It has been decided that, in future, appeals from 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon and Mr. Justice Parson shall be placed 
alternately in the list of Court of Appeal No. 1, so as to obviate, 
as far as possible, the recurrence of the inconvenience experienced 
on Thursday. 





Tuere ARE divers rumours current with reference to the pro- 
posals likely to be contained in the forthcoming report of the 
Chancery Chambers Committee. We do not pretend to estimate 
the amount of foundation for these reports, or to be cognizant of 
the proceedings or resolutions of the committee on which the 
report will be based. But one of the most persistent of these 
rumours ascribes to the committee an intention to recommend the 
abolition of the practice of marking writs for the several judges of 
the Chancery Division, and a complete redistribution of business 
according to the several classes of applications to the court—for 
example, motions, petitions, adjourned summonses, further con- 
siderations, and actions for trial. It is also stated that it will 
probably be recommended that the Chancery judges shall sit in 
chambers in the same manner as the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division. If these rumours have any foundation, the report of 
the committee will furnish matter for grave consideration, and it is 
to be hoped that an opportunity will be afforded for criticism by the 
representative societies of each branch of the profession before 
the recommendations are embodied in rules of court. 





WHEN WE REFERRED last week to the ridiculously small number 
of cases in which the powers of R.8.C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 
11, had been put in force, we did not anticipate that another 
instance would speedily be added to the forlorn list. Mr. Justice 
Kay had before him on Monday last an administration suit which had 
been commenced, and the decree made, in 1873, while the certificate 
was not completed until last year, the delay being ascribed to the 
difficulty of ascertaining the members of the several classes of 
beneficiaries, who belonged to costermongers and other migratory 
classes. The learned judge is reported to have said that the 
“enormous delay" must be accounted for, and to have 
referred the matter specially to the taxing master, directing 
him to inquire into the cause of the delay, and to ‘make 





under a judgment or order, have “ proved fruitless to the 


person incurring the same.” And the power appears to 
be to refer the matter to “a taxing officer for inquiry 
and report.” But we may, at all events, congratu- 
late the profession on the fact that even Mr. Justice Kar 
does not think it expedient to exercise the very singular functions 
of combined accuser and instant judge, authorized to be exercised by 
the rule, but merely refers the matter to the taxing master. The 
learned judge’s observation that ‘“‘every day he received letters 
from parties who had been gravely injured by the delay which 
took place in the conduct of matters like thisin the Chancery Divi- 
sion—letters begging and praying him to inquire into the matter, 
and to see how it was they were prevented from receiving their 
moneys by these delays in administration actions,” prompts the 
suggestion that if Mr. Justice Kay would make inquiries he would 
find that solicitors, not less than suitors, have reason to complain, 
and do loudly complain, of these delays ; and, perhaps, if the learned 
judge would pursue his investigations a little further, he might 
discover that it is not to the solicitors, but to the block in the 
Chancery Chambers that the delays are in most cases to be ascribed. 





Tue Covrr or Appxat, in three considered and closely-argued, 
but oral, judgments in Reg. v. Yates has affirmed the decision 
(L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 750) of the majority of the sg 4 
Bench Division that the 3rd section of the Newspaper Li 
and Registration Act, 1881—which enacts that ‘‘no criminal 
prosecution shall be commenced” in respect of a newspaper libel 
without the fiat of the Director of Public Prosecutions being first 
had—does not apply to prosecutions commenced by criminal infor- 
mation. The grounds of the decision were that, although the 
term ‘criminal prosecution” may, and ordinarily does, include a _ 
prosecution following upon a criminal information, yet that, if 
the including such a prosecution was not within the mischief of 
the Act, and would also lead to a practically absurd result, such 
a prosecution was not to be included. The court held that, 
inasmuch as no criminal information could issue without leave of 
the High Court, the newspaper proprietor would have the protec- 
tion of the court, and therefore would not need the protection 
of the Act, so that the case would not be within the mischief ; 
and, further, that it would be practically absurd that the Director 
of Public Prosecutions could control the action of the court in 
granting or refusing criminal informations. Therefore, after the 
words in the Act, “no criminal prosecution shall be commenced, 
the court has read in the words, ‘‘except by way of criminal 
information.”” We cannot pee ges gm the ne tage of this 
judgment is open to grave doubt, and, looking to the importance 
ok fo tein. ce ae only the construction of the Ne 
Act, but the construction of statutes generally, and, looking to 
the serious difference of opinion on the part of the court below, 
we think it much to be regretted that the case will not be 
taken to the House of Lords. The words of the Act are, “No 
criminal prosecution shall be commenced” without the fiat of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, and a criminal prosecution has 
been commenced, continued, and ended by the imprisonment 
the defendant without such Now, no doubt it has been 
times held that, where the language of a statute admits of 
constructions, the more reasonable of the two should be s 
(see, for instance, per Lord Bracxaurn in Rothes v. Xi 
Commissioners, L. R. 7 App. Cas. 702), and words having a 
hensive meaning have been cut down to a limited meaning 


ee 


(see, for 


such disallowance of costs in respect thereof as he might | instance, Poulter's Company v. Phillips, 6 Bing. N. C. 314), but 


think fit, and to call upon the solicitors engaged in the 
conduct of the case to show cause why such disallowance 


| 


so far as we have been able to examine the cases in which this con- 
struction has been adopted, we find that it was so adopted either 


should not be made.” It may, perhaps, be questioned whether to prevent a manifest injustice, as in Pouléer’s Company v. 
this direction follows the power given by the rule, which is only | Phillips, or to give greater effect to the statute, as in Dargax “ 
to disallow costs which, by reason of undue delay in proceeding | Davies (25 W. R. 230) and Lester v. Torrens (25 W. R. 691). 
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More numerous and more decisive are the cases in which the 
courts have said that the plain language of a statute was to be 
followed, regardless of its consequences. This rule is over and 
over again stated in different terms by different judges (see, for 
instance, per Parke, B., in Nixon v. Phillips, 21 L. J. Ex. 90; 
per Lord Tenterden, C.J., in R. v. Barham, 8 B. & C. 99; per 
Lord Campbell, C.J., in Coe v. Lawrance, 1 E. & B. 516; and per 
Lord Abinger, ©.B., in Attorney-General v. Lockwood, 9 M. & 
W. 395). Examples of the adoption of the rule are to be found 
in Reg. v. Derbyshire Justices (7 Q. B. 193), in which it was 
held that the time for appealing runs from the date of the order 
appealed against, not from the date of its service on the aggrieved 

3, and in the recent case of Richards v. McBride (30 W. R. 
120), in which the court postponed the Welsh Sunday 
Closing Act, 1881, for a year later than was intended, by a literal 
construction of its provisions. There are, therefore, conflicting 
rules of construction, and the rule that the literal construction is 
the right one, is, at all events, not to be departed from without 
some very strong cause. Does such a strong cause exist in the 
case of the 8rd section of the Act of 1881? We fail to see it. 
It does not seem to us a very unreasonable effect of the Act that 
before a criminal information should be even moved for upon the 
application for the rule misi, the would-be prosecutor should 
submit, his facts to the Director of Public Prosecutions, who should 
have the power of preventing the application from being made, 
but not the power of authorizing it to be made, which should still 
be reserved to the High Court, who have the absolute power of 
authorizing or refusing the information in the cases which had 
passed the preliminary investigation by him. And it must be 
pointed out that such a double investigation is in harmony with 
the spirit of the Act, whereas the recent decision in Reg. v. Yates 
admittedly cuts down its operation, The history of the matter, of 
course, is that the framers of the Act forgot all about criminal 
informations, but with such an oversight the courts have nothing 
to do (see Parke, B., in Nixon v. Phillips, ubi sup.), the question 
for the judges being not what the Legislature meant, but 
what its language means (see per Cockburn, C.J., L. R. 3 Q. B. D., 
at p. 353). 





Tue Rerorr of the Committee of the House of Commons which 
was appointed to inquire into the working of the Allotments 
Extension Act, 1882, which has just been published, discloses so 
many flaws in the Act that the passing of an amending Act seems 
to be almost a matter of necessity. Shortly put, the object of the 
statute was to increase the charitable value of charity lands by 
letting them to labourers in small or allotment parcels instead of 
to farmers in large parcels or farms. This object it was proposed 
to effect through the combined labour of the local trustees and the 
Charity Commissioners, and the result has been that many trustees, 
from the worry and difficulty attendant upon the working of the 
Act, have expressed a wish to resign. Amongst the difficulties of 
construing the Act may be mentioned the following. There isa 
clear obligation imposed to let the charity lands in allotments, but 
the Act is not sufficiently explicit as to the rent and conditions of 
letting, it being merely said that the land shall be let “ free of all 
charges” and ‘at such rent as land of the same quality is usually 
let for in the same parish,” the common case of the allottee 
wishing to break up pasture being left unprovided for. Now, if 
the breaking-up of pasture be allowed, the land deteriorates in 
value after three or four years, and the charity loses, while, 
unless it be allowed, the letting is of little use to the ordinary 
labourer for whose benefit the Act is passed. Then the 11th 
section provides that if, ‘‘in the opinion of the trustees,” the land 
is unsuitable for allotments, “‘on the ground of distance or on any 
other ground,” the trustees may apply to the Charity Commis- 
sioners ‘‘for a certificate to that effect,” and, “‘if such certificate 
be granted,” the land to which it applies is exempted from the 

ion of the Act. Many trustees have argued that, when 
have formed an “opinion,” the Commissioners are bound to 
in accordance therewith, and some members of the Com- 
mittee adopt this view, but the Act contains no words imposing an 
obligation to grant the certificate, and we cannot but think that the 
Commissioners have a discretion in the matter. Again, the words 
‘¢on the ground of distance or on any other ground” are very hard 
to construe. Do they, for instance, touch the vital point of pro- 


ductiveness to the charity or not? The Commissioners have held 
that they do, while a certain association thinks they do not, and 
‘in the opinion of your Committee it is impossible to say that the 
construction put upon this section by the Commissioners is the 
wrong one.” For ourselves, we will be less guarded than the 
Committee, and commit ourselves without hesitation to the view 
that the Commissioners are wrong, and that the certificate of 
exemption can only be granted for causes ejusdem generis with 
distance—that is to say, for causes affecting the value of the land 
for allotments. 





Coroners’ RETURNS contained in the judicial statistics for the 
year 1883 show that in England and Wales 28,725 inquests were 
held, as against 27,513 in 1882. There were 177 verdicts of 
murder, 157 of manslaughter, and 1,944 of suicide. The infants 
under one year of age on whom inquests were held numbered 
5,330, and between that age and seven years, 8,703. The total 
cost of all these inquests was £91,249 4s. 9d., being at the average 
rate of £3 3s. 6d. per inquest. 








TRUSTEES AND DEPRECIATORY CON- 
DITIONS OF SALE. 


No doubt many of our readers will have had occasion, from a practical 
point of view, to consider the effect of the case of Dance v. 
Goldingham (21 W. R. 761, L. R. 8 Ch. 902), in restricting the 
latitude of contracts for sale entered into by trustees; and if, as is 
not at all improbable, they have found the effect of that case to be 
practically very inconvenient, they will see, with no especial satis- 
faction, from a report in another column of the recent decision in 
Dunn v. Flood, that the Court of Appeal has affirmed Mr. Justice 
North’s view of that case (32 W. R. 197), by which the doctrine of 
Dance v. Goldingham has been carried much further. We cannot 
help fearing that this extension will be productive of increased incon- 
venience. The learned judges who arrived at the decision in 
question do not seem to have felt much enthusiasm for it; and the 
surmise is, perhaps, plausible, that they arrived at it only because 
they thought that it was necessarily involved in their conception of 
the duties of a trustee. 

The material facts in Dunn v. Flood were as follows :—Certain 
vendors, who were selling as trustees, put up certain property for 
sale, subject to conditions of sale which were alleged to be, and 
were held by the court to be, unduly restrictive. The purchaser 
subsequently refused to complete the purchase, upon the ground 
that the fact that the vendors were trustees and that the sale had 
been made subject to such conditions, was a defect in the title. An 
action for specific performance was thereupon brought by the 
vendors; and this action having been dismissed by Mr. Justice 
North, upon the above specified grounds, his decision was after- 
wards upheld by the Court of Appeal. 

It would appear that Mr. Justice North, when he originally 
decided the case, supposed himself to be merely following Dance v. 
Goldingham, and that he entertained no definite intention of 
enlarging the scope of the last-mentioned decision. After citing 
the language of Lord Justice James in that case, respecting the 
duties of trustees in framing conditions of sale, he continued :— 
“‘The question is, whether I can say that the purchaser would 
be free from any possibility of objection on the part of the cestwis 
que trust of this property, by reason of the trustees having exer- 
cised their power in the way in which it was exercised by them.” 
He subsequently came to the conclusion that the conditions were 
unreasonably and unnecessarily depreciatory, and, upon this ground, 
refused the plaintiffs’ claim for specific performance. 

In Dance v. Goldingham the objection proceeded, not from the 
purchaser, but from the cestuis que trust. e confes$ we think that 
in this fact there might have been found a sufficient ground for a 
distinction ; and that it would have been quite possible, without at 
all infringing upon Dance v. Goldingham, to have come to a 
different decision in Dunn vy. Flood. Indeed, it will be observed, 
on carefully reading his judgment, that Mr. Justice North does not 
strictly confine his attention to the thesis laid down by himself. 
He states the question to be, whether the cestwis que trust 





could possibly object ; he does not examine this question in specie, 
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so to speak, but treats it as being involved in the other question 
which he does treat in specio—namely, whether the conditions of 
sale were unreasonable and improper. It is ible that, if this 
transition had not been made, the learned judge might have been 
willing to admit the existence of a distinction between a possi- 
bility that the eestwis que trust might object, and the actual 
fact (as in Dance v. Goldingham) that they did object. We do not 
see that the objection of the purchaser stands necessarily upon pre- 
cisely the same footing as the objection of the cestui que trust. 

If it be granted that a cestué que trust, who has reason to 
suppose that his property has been sold at an undervalue, through 
the insertion of unnecessarily depreciatory conditions in the con- 
tract for sale, has a right to interfere to stop the sale, it will not at 
all follow that the purchaser under the contract must necessarily have 
any such right ; because, it does not necessarily follow, because a 
cestut que trust has a right to stop an uncompleted sale, that he 
would have any right, as against a purchaser, to set aside a com- 
pleted sale. We do not, of course, say that, in his right to stop 
an uncompleted sale, there is anything to prevent him from having 
a right to re-open a completed sale; we only say, that he might 
very possibly be taken to have the former right without necessarily 
having the latter right. If this is the case, it seems to supply a 
ground upon which it would have been possible to distinguish 
Dunn v. Flood from Dance y. Goldingham, and since the operation 
of the last-mentioned case has been very inconvenient in practice, 
we are disposed to regret that the opportunity was not taken to 
avoid extending the scope of its operation. 

However, it is not improbable that the chief result of the 
decision in Dunn v. Flood will be to add another common form 
condition of sale to ordinary contracts entered into by trustee 
vendors. Conveyancers may, perhaps, draw from that case the 
simple moral, that the purchaser ought, in a contract with trustee 


vendors, to be expressly precluded from raising any objection, upon | 


the ground that any of the conditions are needlessly depreciatory. 
lf this course should be adopted in practice, it will afford 
another illustration of the truth upon which we have often 
insisted in these pages—namely, that people who entertain the 
hope that it will ever be possible, by means of ‘‘ Conveyancing 
Acts,” to supersede the necessity for special contracts of sale, are 
destined to be disappointed. In so vast and heterogeneous a mass 
of business as that with which English conveyancers have to deal, 
it is impossible to lay down any fixed types for the formation of 
contracts. New points are ever emerging which call for novel 
adaptations of the old measures; and the most cunningly-devised 
form of to-day is always liable to become obsolete to-morrow. 








TRUSTEES’ 


Il. 
Refusal to convey property or transfer fund (continued).—We 
saw es week that. deockding to the p Ah laid down by Lord 
Justice Turner in King v. King (1 De G. & J. 668), the court will 
support trustees in exercising the same jealousy as the court itself 
is in the habit of exercising with regard to transactions between a 
parent and-child occurring shortly after the child has attained 
twenty-one. It seems to follow that wherever there is reasonable 
ground for suspicion of unfairness in such transactions, trustees 
may refuse to give effect to them without the sanction of the court. 
But, of course, before refusing to convey or transfer the trust 
property in pursuance of such arrangement, trustees must make 
proper inquiries to ascertain whether reasonable grounds exist for 
suspecting unfairness. In apr v. Sutcliffe (4 W. R. 329, 25 
L, J. Ch. 313), where, under similar circumstances, trustees took 
no steps to satisfy themselves as to whether the transaction was or 
was not fair and proper, but simply refused to carry out a transac- 
tion between a tenant for life and his children, they were refused 
their costs. Trustees should, of course, be careful only to raise such 
questions as are connected with their own protection from risk. 
As Turner, V.C., said, in Devey v. Thornton (9 Hare, at p. 232), 
“Tt is, no doubt, of great importance that trustees should be in- 
demnified in the due exercise of their trust; but it is, on the other 
hand, of scarcely less importance that they should not be per- 


COSTS. 


mitted to involve their cestuis gue trust in litigation and expense 
by suggesting doubts upon their title, the solution of which is not 





essential to their safety. It- cannot, I think, here doubted 
that at the time when this bill was filed the trustees might, with 
perfect safety, have paid over the whole of these funds. . . . 
They have taken upon themselves to inquire into matters which 
did not affect them, and to raise questions on the title of their 
cestuis que trust ; and whatever may have been their motive for 
doing s0, they must, I think, bear their own expenses 
of proceedings which have resulted from their own conduct” (see 
also Smith v. Bolden, 33 Beav. 262—a case described by Lord 
Romilly as ‘one of those unfortunate cases which occasionally 
come before me, where trustees for one purpose think it their duty 
to act as trustees for other persons who are not their cestuis gue 
trust ’’). 

The eames observations of Turner, V.C., suggest the 
remark that the excellence of the motive with which trustees raise 
objections to conveying or ing trust property is, at 
the present day, very little taken into account in deciding upon 
their right to costs. A benevolent regard for the interests of 
persons who may possibly have a claim on the trust property is 
discouraged, and the tendency of recent cases has certainly not been 
in the direction of fostering caution on the part of trustees in ascer- 
taining that the persons asking for a conveyance or transfer of the 
trust property are really entitled to it. It seems that, although 
trustees may act with perfect good faith, yet if they display what 
the court considers unreasonable caution, they may be made to pay 
the costs of proceedings rendered necessary by their conduct. A 
good illustration is afforded by the case of In re Cull’s 
Trusts (23 W. R. 850, L. R. 20 Eq. 561). Trustees of a trust 
fund to which R. ©. had become entitled in default of appoint- 
ment by & tenant for life, objected to pay over to him the trust fund, 
upon the ground that the tenant for life might have exercised her 
power of appointment. Thereupon R. C.’s solicitors wrote to the 
solicitor of the trustees, stating that, to the best of their know- 
ledge, no appointment had been made, and offering to give a statu- 
tory declaration to that effect. The trustees -s the trust fund 
into court. On a petition for its transfer to R.C., Jessel, M.R., 
said that ‘‘a letter from a solicitor in such a case would be quite 
sufficient ; some practitioners require a statutory declaration, but 
it is superfluous.” But as that was the first case of the kind which 
had come before him, he did not order the trustees to pay the costs 
of transfer into court, but “wished it to be understood that the 
next set of trustees who come before me, having so acted, must 
pay the costs.” 

e question whether a trustee who improperly refuses to con- 
vey or transfer trust pro is exon from the conse- 
quences, ag regards costs, by the fact that such refusal was advised 
a counsel, is somewhat unsettled. In Angier v. Stannard (3 

y. & K. 566) ‘a conveyancer of experience and reputation ” had 
advised the refusal to convey which was the cause of the suit. 
Sir John Leach, M.R., said (p. 572) that the defendant had ‘‘ acted 
bond fide under advice which has misled him, but upon which he 
had reason to rely, from the experience and character of the 
adviser. It is for the interest of society that a trustee, under 
such circumstances, should not be fixed with the costs of the suit ; 
but the adviser who misled him of his own choice, I cannot 

ve him the costs of the suit.” In Penfold v. Burch (4 

are, at p. 272), Vice-Chancellor Wi seemed to consider it an 

vation of the trustees’ conduct in their resistance to the 
plaintiff’s demand “ they had not been directed by the opinion of 
any competent legal adviser.” And in the above-mentioned case 
of In re Cull’s Trust#; the trustees, in refusing to pay over 
the fund, acted on the opinion of an eminent conveyancer, and 
Jessel, M.R., said that, as the point did not appear “free from 
doubt or ambiguity to other minds,” he would not, in that. case, 
make the trustees pay the costs of their transfer of the fund into 
court. On the other hand, in the above-mentioned case of Devey 
v. Thornton (9 Hare, at p. 232), Turner, V.C., said, with reference 
to the contention on beholf of the trustees that they had acted under 
the advice of counsel, that it did not ‘‘ appear upon what statements 
such advice was given, nor can I venture to hold that the opinion of 
counsel will, in all cases, entitle trustees to their costs of suit.” 
On the whole it may separ: | be concluded that the advice of counsel 
is some protection in the case of ings against trustees arising 
from their having refused to convey or transfer trust property. But 
in Boulton v. Beard (3 De G. M. & G. 608) the advice of counsel 
was held to be no protection to a trustee who, acting upon it, 
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made a distribution of trust property upon a wrong construction 
of the will creating the trust. In that case the trustee, who had 
followed the advice of two eminent counsel, was ordered to pay 
personally the costs of a suit in which the plaintiff had established 
his title to a share of the trust property. 











THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I. ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
13,—TueE Soricrror’s PARTNERSHIP (continued.) 


WE directed our observations last week to the solicitor’s partnership 
at, and anterior to, the stage of its actual formation. Some few 
practical matters suggest themselves as bearing on the same subject 
where the Rubicon has been crossed and the association of part- 
nership has been formed for good or evil. 

And, first, as to a very important point—the division of labour as 
between the partners. In a good many cases this may be excluded 
from practical consideration, for most purposes, by reason of the 

cular relations which the partners bear to each other. It may 
¢ of the essence of their bargain that, while one partner is to be at 
liberty to play as much as he pleases, another is to devote ‘ his whole 
time and attention’ to the Gstnens of the firm. Such an arrange- 
ment may be assumed to be traceable, as of course, to the existence 
of a wide difference in point of age and connection between them. 
But where each member of the firm alike is bound to give his 
undivided energies to the promotion of the interests of the partner- 
ship business, the aliquot proportion which each will render, in ex- 
— of time and work, to the aggregate result may;furnish much 
‘ood for consideration, and whatever difference of opinion may exist 
as to the best plan of campaign in this or that state of circumstances, 
we imagine that there can be but one opinion as to the exceedin, 
desirability of having some definite plan, recognized and loyally ac 
on by each partner, though capable, of course, of being at any time 
temporarily or permanently modified with the concurrence of all, 
according to the exigencies of unforeseen events. We are persuaded 
that in many instances a want of system in the internal regulation of 
a partnership business would be found to lie at the root of gradual 
disintegration, personal misunderstandings, and actual money losses. 

As to matters purely internal, we think that in a business of any 
magnitude it is a good plan for one partner to take sole charge, for 
ordinary everyday purposes, of the machinery of the office, not 
necessarily always the same partner of course, but, at all events, one 
at a time. The familiar adage that too many cooks spoil the broth 
seems to us to have a close application here. Take, for instance, the 
all-important matter of the firm’s incidental monetary arrangements. 
We do not go so far as to say that one partner only should draw 
cheques on the firm’s account, (though even that would in our 
judgment be a good general rule to go by), but we do say that one 
partner should have ultimate charge of the firm’s finances, and 
should be responsible to the others for an intelligent supervision of 
them, should satisfy himself thoroughly at more or less frequent 
intervals as to the p to which every sum received and every 
oo drawn has been applied, and in a word make himself master 
of the firm’s finances. We remember personally an instance, a good 
many years since, in which an sibel deck. employed by a firm of 
solicitors carrying on a large business, was enabled entirely by his 
appreciation of the practical consequences of a want of supervision 
by any one | sexing in the sense which we have indicated, to rob his 
employers of several thousands of pounds, by a system of fraud 
extending over a considerable period of time. Whenever he wanted 
a cheque, he made a point of going for it as a matter of urgency to 
the partner who did not attend to the particular matter of business 
to which it related, and the absence of any regular system of a 
periodical bringing together by one intelligent mind of the separate 
threads of each partner’s monetary doings enabled him to 

lay one partner off against another. He ultimately expiated 

crime a term of penal srrvitude, but his em- 
ployers were left to wring their hands over the em ty coffers 
into which his hands had been so liberally dipped, and the circum- 
stance that the loss was attributable to their own want of care in 
nowise served as balm to their smarting pecuniary wounds. Granted 
that this was an exceptional case; granted that the business 
was a very large one; granted that, even allowing for that, 
the extent of the carelessness which could allow so large a sub- 
traction of funds to remain undiscovered for any considerable time 
must have been colossal, or the art of the thief extraordinary, or 
both; granted that such instances rarely happen, that a faithful 
cashier, a periodical making-up of the books by accountants, or an 
other protection you please short of that which we have vagignted, 





may in their several degrees and shapes help to shut the door on 
fraud. Grant all this, and there will still remain a residuum of real 
danger, a weak point in the citadel unguarded, which may at any 
time become the direct cause of which the effect will be a disaster. 

Pursuing the same line of reflection, but coming down to matters 
relatively of less importance, though by no means unimportant in 
themselves, we think that the same system of individual supervision 
by one partner, which we hold to be so essential in money matters, 
may very usefully be extended to the general regulation of the staff. 
be do not of be igen extend yx a. to — of a ae 
who is attach 5 to this or that principal and is en 
only on his work. ere “/ principal atl ok whose immediate eye 
his work is done may well be left to look after him, and any 
attempted exercise of control over him by another partner would 
naturally not be calculated to promote amiable feelings. We refer 
to those clerks on the staff who work for the firm as a firm, and are 
identified with a department and not with any one partner. These, 
if not to some extent under the eye of a principal, whose 
concern it is to see that they give a account of the 
day’s labours, are somewhat apt to Mr. A. when he 
wants something done that they are just going somewhere 
for Mr. B., or are engaged on some pressing matter for Mr. C. The 
statement might on critical examination prove to contain a grain of 
truth and a bushel of another commodity, but in the absence of 
direct responsibility to one person for the expenditure of his time as 
a whole, the shifty clerk may escape for a long time the discovery of 
the relative proportions of the ingredients of his assertions. Our 
observation is not intended to convey any slur on a class, and even 
as to individuals we are disposed to divide the blame between the 
clerk and the want of system in tolerably even proportions. Those 
who would hold up their hands aghast at this mode of looking at the 
matter may possibly, on reflection, recall the circumstance that the 
degree of industry in the case of most boys at school, however 
thoroughly they may have been grounded in the catechism, bears a 
very direct ratio to that of the pedagogue’s own vigilance in directing 
and supervising their studies. And it is but right to point out con- 
versely that a clerk occupying the position which we have described 
is apt, where he has many masters, to receive but a scanty recog- 
nition of the fact of his inability to do several things, or be in several 
places, at one and the same moment. So as to holidays and many 
other incidents of internal regulation. 

Matters will constantly arise which call for consultation and com- 
parison of views between the ‘partners; and we are not suggesting 
that any one member of a firm should be made a dictator, and that 
his judgment alone should at all times prevail. What we do contend 
is that the routine of internal office details should be deputed to one 
partner, and that he should also be the executive, so to speak, for 
giving practical effect to any conclusion on matters connected with 
the system on which the office establishment is worked, whether that 
conclusion may have been arrived at by himself alone in the exercise 
of a discretion reposed in him by his partners, or whether it be the 
outcome of joint deliberation. 

It is obvious, however, that while one partner may be clothed with 
authority in this sense, no system of office administration can be 
efficiently carried out unless each partner fairly plays his own per- 
sonal part init. One partner may supervise money matters, and to 
a limited extent look after the clerks, but he cannot, unless by suffer- 
ance and where unlimited good feeling reigns, also play the ré/e of 
martinet to his partners. For instance, a system, perfect in itself, of 
recording work done or keeping accounts, may be reir or A dis- 
organized, and its usefulness practically destroyed, by the failure of 
one partner to conform to it in practice. Aud where a principal 
falls short in the observance of regularity of method and system, it 
may be predicted with confidence that his evil example will find 
ready imitators among the clerks. By such shortcomings the diffi- 
culties of keeping the intricate meshes of office routine free from 
confusion are most unfairly aggravated to the member of the firm 
who is charged with that duty. 

In concluding this article we would say one word on a rather 
delicate and difficult subject. We prefaced our observations b 
narrowing their application to the case of a firm in which eac 
partner has pled himself to devote his whole time and aitention 
to the partnership business. What dces ‘whole time and attention’ 
mean? Literally, no doubt, every waking hour—practically, in the 
case of a solicitor, long working days and few holidays. But here 
will come in many shades of ce in views and habits of life. 
One man does his work quickly; another man slowly. One man 
discharges his conscience = a rigid attendance of so many hours a 
day—neither more nor less—at his place of business; another will 
guide his movements rather by the actual state of his work, and will 
stay late if necessary to finish what he has set himself to do, or will 
go away early if nothing claims his immediate attention. Each of 
these plans has its warm advocates, and, like most human rules of 
conduct, its advantages and disadvantages; and, if one partner 
follows the former and another follows the latter, the balance will be 
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pretty even, and there will be no reasonable ground for complaint on 
either side, But, lying beyond the range of difference of system 
attributable to honest Tifference of opinion, is a far more debateable 
field, which often supplies the material for much open or secret 
rancour. The average practising solicitor may be unhesitatingly set 
down as a hard-working man, but there can be no‘question that as be- 
tween solicitors, evenly situated as to the demands on them, some work 
much harder than others; and, to goa step further, we think it must be 
admitted that the solicitor who does not work with his might is more 
commonly to be found in a firm containing one or more other partners, 
who supply his deficiencies, than where he is practising singly, and 
his fortunes depend wholly on his own unaided efforts, In the latter 
case, the bitter fruits of idleness are too prominently brought before 
his eyes to be lightly overlooked, while, in the former, he may, for a 
while at least, eat, drink, and be more or less merry on results in the 
achievement of which he has not taken a fair share. The reflections 
which arise on this are obvious. First, that it is not just or honour- 
able, other things being equal, for one man to trade on the brains, 
the industry, the long-suffering, patience, and the reluctance to wash 
dirty linen in public of another. And, secondly, that sooner or later 
idle hours and wasted opportunities will surely come home to roost in 
the form of eminently disagreeable personal consequences. 

tions of solicitors 


Next week we shall refer to the subject of the 
in partnership from a more external point of view. 











COUNSELS’ CLERKS’ FEES. 


THE following correspondence has been sent to us for publication :— 


‘* Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
“ 17th July, 1884. 

‘* Dear Sir,—I am directed by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society to call your attention to order 65, rule 51, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, which provides that the following fees are to 
be allowed to counsels’ clerks—viz. :— 


‘* 51. The following fees are to be allowed to counsels’ clerks :— 


£8. d. 
Upon a fee under 5 guineas . : . ; 2 6 
5 guineas and under 10 guineas . ; , ° 5 0 
10 e 20 ,, san bak What ee 
20 = ei: iy idkvgy, felts ands a 
30 os OO. ces . ° . - 10 0 
50 guineas and upwards, per cent. P : - 210 0 
On consultations, senior’s clerk . r ‘ . 5 0 
On consultations, junior’s clerk . ‘ ; : 2 6 
On conferences . : ° ‘ _ : : 5 0 
On retainers (where allowed) :— 
General retainer . ; : 10 6 
Common retainer : ; ; , . , 2 6 


‘* Tt having come to the knowledge of the council that, notwith- 


standing the provision contained in this rule, clerks to some counsel | Sandars 


of eminence were seeking to obtain the allowance of fees accordin 
to the system which prevailed prior to the issue of the Rules of 1883, 
they passed a resolution upon the subject to the effect that, in their 
view, the rule should be strictly adhered to, it being felt that all 
classes affected by those rules were bound alike to submit to the pro- 
visions contained in them, and also this resolution was communicated 
to the members of this society. 

“It appears, however, that the clerks to several of the leading 
counsel have raised the contention that the rule referred to does not 
apply to the special fees paid to counsel of a certain standing when 
the exigencies of the case require that they should leave the court in 
which they usually practise, and this contention is apparently 
grounded on the supposition that, inasmuch as a special fee can never 
be allowed on taxation, it is, therefore, beyond the scope of the rules. 
Those who have raised this question seem to have forgotten that 
solicitor and client costs are subject to taxation, as well as those 
between party and party, and the council entertain no doubt whatever 
that in a taxation as between solicitor and client the taxing master 
would, in the absence of special instructions from the client to the 
solicitor, where a special fee was puid to counsel, disallow any fee to 
the clerk in excess of that fixed by the rule, as they would consider 
themselves as much bound by the scale with re to special fees as 
they would in the case of fees of the ordinary h 

“Tt seems to the council that as these rules have been im 
with the view of lessening the cost of litigation, and, as an incident 
thereto, of reducing the fees payable for professional services, it is 
essential, in the interests of the public, that the rules should be 
strictly followed. 

‘‘ The council feel that the matter is one of considerable im: 


which you are , and I am to request that will be so good 
as is thie this letter before the committee, in the hope that they 
will see their way towards co- with the council in their 
desire that the rules should, so long as they stand good, be carried 
into effect.—I am, dear Sir, yours fai y 

‘*K. W. Writiamson, Secretary. 
““§. Lofthouse, Esq., Hon. Sec., the Bar Committee, Farrar’s 


buildings, Temple, E.C.” 
‘* Farrar’s-building, Temple, 
‘*17th December, 1884. 
‘‘Dear Sir,—In reply to your letter of the 17th July last on 
subject of clerks’ fees, y beg to inform you that, at a meeting of the 
Bar Committee held on the 16th inst., it was resolved as follows :-— 

‘** In the opinion of the Bar Committee the fees which should be 
paid to clerks of counsel receiving special fees ought to be on the scale 
allowed by ord. 65, r. 51, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, and 
the Bar Committee do not recommend members of the bar, who are 
specially retained, to authorize their clerks to receive fees accordi 
pad ny scale which prevailed prior to the issue of the above-mention 
order,’ 

‘*T have further to inform you that the above resolution has re- 
ceived the approval of the Attorney-General.—I am, dear Sir, your 
obedient servant, ““S§. LorrHousE, Hon. Sec. 
¢ e W. Williamson, Esq., Secretary, the Incorporated Law Society, 








REVIEWS. 


LAND DRAINAGE. 


Tue Law oF LAND DRAINAGE AND SEWERS: A TREATISE UPON 
THE LAW RELATING TO CoMMISSIONS OF SEWERS, DRAINAGE 
BoaRDs, AND OTHER DRAINAGE AUTHORITIES, WITH NOTES, 
ForMs, AND AN APPENDIX OF STaTuTEs. By E, E. KENNEDY, 
and J. 8. Sanpars, Barristers-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. & Layt®n. 


Before this work appeared the only modern authority on the 
subject of public land drainage was the little book by Serjeant 
Woolrych on Sewers. It was somewhut out of date, and was 
originally only a slender treatise. Messrs. Kennedy and Sandars 
considered whether it would be better to throw their work into the 
form of a new edition of ‘‘ Woolrych on Sewers,” and so get for it 
whatever reputation had attached to that book, or to start afresh. 
rey —— = the latter har we ~- 2 a on 

aving determined to stran eir possible opponent, 
bought the copyright of & Woolrych.” The present work has 
nothing to fear from the icuousness of isolation; it well 
deserves to be the standard authority on its subject. It should 
be pointed out that that subject is i of a public 
nature, and that such drainage as is dealt with by the Improvement 
of Land Act, 1864, and in certain sections of the Settled d Act, 
1882, is not within the scope of the work of Messrs. Kennedy and 
They had hoped that the Rivers Conservancy Bill, 1883, 
would have been passed before they issued their buok, but, the 
owes of that sort of legislation having become shadowy, they 
ave given up waiting any longer. The book will be very useful 
whenever the Bill comes up again in Parliament, and, by the time if 
is passed, a new edition of the book will probably be called for. 
In their “‘ general view” of the subject, the authors point out that 
all the legislation on public drainage consists of amendments or 
restrictions of the Act of Henry VIII. providing for the 
appointment of commissions of sewers, and, in the course of 
their remarks on the defects which exist they quote the statement 
of Sir John Coode that the River Nene, between Peterborough and 
the sea (a distance of thirty miles), is under the jurisdiction of four- 
teen different sets of commissioners. Their suggestions as to the 
causes of floods are well worth the consideration of Parliament. To 
the practising lawyer the book will certainly commend itself by the 
clearness of its arrangement and its completeness. The earlier cases are 
referred to, and the more recent cases discussed. Even the case of Reg. 
v. Commissioners of Fobbing Levels, not yet reported, and now under 
appeal, is elaborately —— and commented on. The appendix 
contains all the Acts of Parliament likely to be useful to the practi- 
tioner, and solicitors who have much to do with the level country 
in the east and north-east of England, or with the low-lying ee 
of Somerset, will find that in Kennedy and Sandars on d 
Drai they will have a i compendium. A table 


shows, by arrangement of sections and subject-matter, the 

and state of the existing law. No statute relating to public arterial 
i has been omitted, and the Lands Clauses Act is printed in 

full. e authors have added a large collection of forms obtained 

from various sources—the Land Commissioners, 


the officers of local 





portance, 
and one which it is desirable should be considered by the committee to 


bodies, and others. 
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THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACT. 


THE Pusiic HEALTH Act, 1875, ANNOTATED; WITH AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING THE VARIOUS INCORPORATED STATUTES, &¢C. By W. G. 
LuMLEy, Q.C., Counsel to the Local Government Board, and 
EpMunD LuMLEY, Barrister-at-Law. Srconp Epition. By W. 
PATCHETT, Q.C., and ALEXANDER MAcMoRRAN, Barrister-at-Law. 
Shaw & Sons. 


The late Mr. Lumley’s book on the Act of 1875 has been deservedly 
accepted as the standard work on that Act. Not only did the posi- 
tion of the author invest his notes with ial value, but the notes 
themselves were so practical, acute, and full of knowledge that, even 
apart from their authoritative character, they made the book one of the 
best specimens of its class. The editors of the present edition have 
done well to retain the substance of most of these notes. They have 
added, with industry, the cases which have occurred since the 

ublication of the last edition, The decisions are given very fully, 

t this is stated to be done in order, as far as possible, to obviate the 
necessity for reference to the reports, and no doubt, having regard 
to one class of the persons for whose use the book is intended, it is 
advisable to do this. We can speak to the completeness of the collec- 
tion of cases on the subjects with regard to which we have consulted 
the work. The book is an extremely complete collection of the 
statutes and cases relating to sanitary authorities. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


‘* STAMPS ”—OFFICIAL VIEWS AND PRACTICE, 
II. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I did not contemplate so immediate a confirmation of some 
of the statements or suggestions embodied in my communication 
——_ in your last issue as is given them by ‘‘E. J. H.’s” letter, 
which is printed following mine. 

One of the heads of duty I had noted down for comment in a 
future communication was that of ‘‘ Reconveyance” (of mortgage), 
but with “‘E. J. H.’s” letter appearing, I will take that head, with 
the letter, as my text for the first part of the present communication 
—leading up to it, however, with some general remarks upon recon- 
veyance, and generally the 6d. ad valorem, or percentage, duty, under 
the head of ‘‘Mortgage” in the schedule of the Act, which has 
been fruitful of little difficulties in practice, apart from the moot 
points which have arisen under the Act. 

Up to the passing of the 13 & 14 Vict. c. 97 (1850), transfers (of 
mortgage), additional securities, and reconveyances (being simply 
such) were chargeable with the fixed deed duty of 35s. By the Act 
last named the said duty was payable only as a maximum ; where the 
duty payable upon the mortgage itself was less than 35s., then such 
less duty was payable upon the transfer, &c. This alteration from 
the old Act was productive of some moot points, and different in 
nature from those previously subsisting, but in practice one or more 
of them were got over by putting on the maximum (35s.) stamp. 

There were her statutory alterations of the duty between 1864 
and the coming into operation of the Stamp Act, 1870. This con- 
solidating Act was intended to (I am safe in saying), and no doubt 
did, do away with many subsisting open questions under the head of 
“Mortgage” (and other heads), but, well constructed as it was, also 
did—being an Act—create new ones. 

As is known, by this Act of 1870, the instruments coming within 


the subsidiary or secondary items under ‘‘ Mortgage,” including that | - 


of reconveyance, are charged with 6d. percentage duty on the amount 
advanced or secured ad infinitum, and this charge, without limit (as 
far as just described), has again created points similar to those, 


others, before refe to, but which cannot now be got over 
by ing on a maximum stamp, I have said that reconveyances 
are included in this ad infinitum charge, and this opinion, held from 


the time of the Act’s passing, I find myself unable to alter, despite 
the contrary—and, legally and senelienn , important—office ruling I 
will presently name. 

To state the case as I view it, none of the Acts—including the 
Stamp Act, 1870—expressly provide for cases of two or more instru- 
ments for effecting the reconveyance and discharge of one mortgage 
is, there is no express relief of any one of such instruments 
the full reconveyance duty. In other words, each instru- 
is liable to the like duty, and as though there was but one 


EB b 


While there was a fixed duty, or fixed maximum duty, cagreenly 


different view—and consequent ruling—was adopted by the Inland 
Revenue. 

In giving the question as it stood under the said Act of 1870 (the 
Act now in operation) some amount of consideration, I saw that, 
under my view of the case, and with the gg Aico ga at a small 
rate per cent.) payable ad infinitum, that Act would, in some cases, 
operate with apparent, if not real, harshness. Thus, since the 
of the said Act, I have had a case of three instruments of reconvey- 
ance to effect the discharge and clearing off a mortgage of 
£268,000. For certain, one of the instruments in this case was 
liable to a stamp of £67, and, under the view I have expressed, the 
other two required the like stamp. 

When I was informed of the view adopted at the Inland Revenue, 
I gave fresh consideration to the point, but was, and still am, unable 
to discover sufficient, if indeed any, grounds to warrant the adoption 
of the official view—although I ought, perhaps, to say this with some 
diffidence, seeing the high authority against me. The official view 
(to come at last to name it) was at first that only one of the instru- 
ments (the final one) was to be stamped with the 6d. ad valorem duty 
(upon the amount at any time secured by the mortgage), and that 
the others required a fixed 10s. duty—irrespective, that is, of the 
amount secured—the result of which was that, where the amount 
secured was £1,000, the final and principal reconveyance would be 
stamped 5s., and the intermediate ones 10s. (!) 

I say this was the view and ruling first adopted, and in support of 
the correctness of this statement I will again quote from Mr. 
Gualter Griffith’s book. 

His note following the item Reconveyance is :—‘‘ Where a part only 
of the property included in a mo is released, the instrument is 
= to the duty of 10s.” *—that is, to 10s., neither more nor 

ess. 

As well as (as appears to me) the free and elastic interpretation 
given to the Act involved in this ruling, it will also be seen that it 
resulted in inconsistency. This was soon officially discovered, and 
it was not long before I learnt that the following further elastic 
ruling had been adopted—viz., that the 10s. duty was payable ony as 
a maximum; that where the final reconveyance would require a less 
duty, such less duty only was payable upon the intermediate instru- 
ments. 

To apply this ruling (which is still adopted) to the instruments 
described in ‘‘ E. J. H.’s” letter, it is first well to observe that his 
instrnments respectively related to two distinct mortgages. Such 
an instrument I have not had before me. I think the variation in 
the two [adjudications may be thus explained:—In the first 
adjudication the office took the view that while there was but one 
instrument, there were by it two reconveyances, and it was as if the latter 
had been by separate instruments (each of which would under their 
ruling require 10s.), Therefore, the 20s. ay was adjudged. Then, 
when the second instrument was submitted, they reconsidered the 
point, changed their view (to this, that there being but one instru- 
ment there was but one ete es ar and so adjud the 10s., 
and in my opinion (to venture to give it) the latter adjudication was, 
of the two, the more correct. 

In a future communication I shall havesome observations to offer 
upon cases similar to the above, and as to the effect, &c., of adjudi- 
cations, In completion of the present letter, I will deal with a point 
or two more re reconveyance. 

One of the class of instruments consists of Warrants to Vacate (copy- 
holds). Where only copyholds are agen je ann warrant to vacate is 
the only instrument made to release and di ge the mortgage, and, 
so unquestionably it attracts the reconveyance duty. In the case of 
a mixed mortgage ose property with the copyholds), the Act 
directs that the ad valorem mortgage duty shall be impressed wholly 
“on the instrument relating to the other property, and the surrender 
is to be charged with duty as if” (it) ‘‘ were not made upon 
a mortgage, but such last-mentioned duty shall not exceed the said 
ad valorem duty” (section 110 (2), Stamp Act, 1870). [N.B.—The 
ad valorem duty now being referred to is (primary) mortgage, not 
reconv ce, duty.] This direction of the Act as to the duty payable 
upon the instrument of surrender was at first a little sade g to 

ractitioners not unversed in construing Stamp Acts. Mr. Griffith 

a note of explanation, but I will ven to give one in my own 
words—viz., that the surrender is ype ousegd with no higher duty 
than 10s, ; that, if the mortgage ad valorem payable on the other 
instrument be less than 10s., then such less duty is payable upon the 
surrender. It will thus be seen that, when the 10a maximum duty 
is not payable, it (the duty) is, in a sense, an ad valorem duty. 

But, to recur to the warrant to vacate (in this case of a mixed 
mortgage), the official ruling is that the warrant to vacate is not 
char, ‘ble with any duty. . Griffith gives a note in explanation 
of this also, and which note this time explains the ground for the 
official ruling:—‘‘. . . the conditional surrender not being 








charged, I never knew the view above expressed officially or 
of eneaed questioned, And it was not until the Stamp Act, 1870, 
d been in operation a year or more that I had intimation that a 


* The statement of the note is d no grounds being given for it, as is 
done in the case of the note teamodiatele follorine ie pre fe 
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chargeable with ad valorem duty” (?) “‘ the warrant to vacate is not 
within this charge” —that is of reconveyance duty. One cannot but 
admire this astute—or, say, learned—and officially untrammelled 
elimination of the point, and it is (another) instance of liberal official 
interpretation of the Acts. But, while offering these appreciative 
remarks, I am impelled to say that there are, I think, equally good 
grounds for the reverse opinion (viz., that the warrant to vacate is 
liable to reconveyance duty in all cases); and, moreover, one regrets 
the official ruling, if only by reason that it further upsets the oneness 
and simplicity of sepriesties of the reconveyance clause of the Act, 
and so. further adds to the complexity, if not perplexities, of 
‘* stamps.” 

The other point under Reconveyance I will confine this communica- 
tion to is this (here offered by way of caution):—In the case of one 
instrumen t of reconveyance, or (where there are two or more) of the 
final instrument, the 6d. percentage duty is payable with reference to 
the total amount at any time secured. This point is not unfrequently 
stumbled over (with the result of annoyance and the payment of 
penalties). To put a case—£1,000 was the amount advanced and 
secured. Before the making of the instrument of reconveyance £500 
has been paid off. This is recited, and the testatum is that, in con- 
sideration of such payment, and of the then payment of the remain- 
ing £500 (&c.). In such cases the reconveyance is occasionally found 
to be stamped for the (last) £500 only, instead of the ia A £1,000. 

ERITAS, 





STAMP DUTY ON RECONVEYANCES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Referring to the letter of ‘‘E. J. H.” in your issue of the 
17th inst., we would suggest that the subject of duty on reconvey- 
ances is not sufficiently provided for by the Stamp Act, 1870, and 
we think it deserves the attention of the authorities with a view to 
some supplementary provisions being enacted as early as possible. 
Under the head of ‘‘ Conveyance on Sale ” various cases are provided 
for, which are in ordinary instances sufficient; but as to reconvey- 
ances, we have only the one rule that 6d. is to be paid for every 
£100, or part of £100, of the total amount at any time secured by 
the mortgage. 

If it is allowable to guess what reasons influenced the commis- 
sioners in the two cases cited, we fancy that in the first the recon- 
veyance was treated as a deed not otherwise charged in respect of 
two separate matters, and in the second simply as a deed not 
otherwise charged. We will not attempt to say why one deed was 
assessed in one way and one in the other; but these cases, and 
probably a number of others, show the slight value to be attached to 
any adjudication as a precedent. 

A recent case of our own may not be without interest. Eight 
houses were mortgaged to A. for £1,760, and sub-mortgaged by A. 
to B., with other property, for £1,507. Two of the eight houses 
were reconveyed by A. and B, to the mortgagor, £250 being paid to 
B., and £190 to A. The duty was assessed at 10s. 

Jan. 19, R. & A. R. 








The Sheffield Coal Company (Limited) have just terminated an action 
which will have a very important bearing on the rating of collieries all 
over the kingdom. On the 7th and 8th of October last, Mr. J. E. Barker, 
barrister, to whom the matter was remitted by the Court of Quarter 
Sessions, sat as arbitrator. The Sheffield Coal Company appealed against 
the assessment of their coal mines in the parish of Standsworth, which had 
been rated by the assessment committee at £5,336 5s. gross, and 
£4,033 6s. 3d. as the net rateable value. The assessment committee 
arrived at these figures by taking the coal as being worth £200 an acre, 
and the calculations were based upon the rentals actually paid by the 
appellants. It was contended for the coal company that, while they 
admitted their actual rents were as high as £200 per acre, and, in fact, in 
some cases as high as £300 per acre, yet that these rents were in them- 
selves no absolute criterion as to the value. These rents, it was further 
urged, were agreed to be paid at atime when their local trade, or when 
the general circumstances of trade, were entirely different to what they 
are at the present time, and that no person now taking to the mines at a 
reasonable lease could afford to pay more than from £100 to £150 per acre. 
Several witnesses were called in support of the appellants’ case, and the 
inquiry went on for several days. Ultimately a conference was held, the 
result of which was that the assessment committee reduced the assessment 
from £5,336 5s. gross to £4,050 gross, and from £4,033 6s. 3d. net rateable 
value to £3,037 10s. net rateable value, accepting for the purpose by this 
reduced assessment the gross estimated rental of £150 per acre. A formal 
award carrying out this arrangement, and ordering each to pay 
their own costs, has been entered. The effect is that the a t com- 
pany have supported their contention that they are justifi asking to 
be rated at considerably less than the actual rent paid, and, in fact, at 
considerably less than the ave of the total rents paid—really at the 
eee commercial value of the coal in oo This ae ee 
ment will have an important effect on the rating of colliery pro 
other districts, as the depreciation of late years has been to ol ea 
unprecedented in the history of the coal , 


OBITUARY. 


MR. JAMES WILLIAMSON. 


The late James Williamson, Esq., solicitor, of Sherborne-lane, 
London, who died on the 16th inst. at Surbiton, in the ninety-fourth 
year of his age, was the only son of the late James Wieaem Ss 
of Bedale, Yorkshire. Mr. Williamson was born on the 1 of 
February, 1791. He served under articles in the office of Messrs. 
Atkinson & Bolland, of Leeds; was admitted in Easter Term, 1812, and 
after spending a short time in the office of Messrs, J. W. L. & J. M. 
Lowe, of Tanfield-court, Temple, eee eae in Gray’s-inn. 
He afterwards took the late Mr. Henry Hill into Bingen , and 
eventually became senior partner in the firm of Williamson, Hill, & 
Co., now of 13, Sherborne-lane. He was an original member of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and of its club, but never took any active 
part in public professional matters, although it gpa invited to do 
so. Mr. Williamson leaves a numerous fi , including great 
grandchildren, and three sons and a grandson in the legal profession 
—viz., Mr. James Williamson, of Sherborne-lane; Mr. George 
Williamson, of the Equity Bar; Mr. E. W. Williamson, secretary to 
the Incorporated Law Society; and Mr. James Williamson, jun., of 
Sherborne-lane. Notwithstanding his great age, Mr. Williamson 
retained full possession of his intellect to the last. 





MR. WILLIAM CHARLES LUARD. 


Mr. William Charles Luard, solicitor and notary, of Cardiff and Llan- 
daff, died suddenly at Gloucester, on the 3rd inst., while with 
his son. Mr. Luard was born in 1827. He was admitted a soli in 
1848, and practised for a short time in Gray’s-inn, but in 1854 he re- 
moved to Cardiff, and went into ership with his uncle, the late Mr. 
Edward Priest Richards. The had a large business, and acted for 
many years as solicitors to the Bute Trustees. 
ciated with Mr. Lewis Vincent Shirley, but more recently he had prac- 
tised alone. In 1865 he succeeded his uncle as county treasurer for 
Glamorganshire, and he held that office till his death. About four y@ars 
ago he received from the late Bishop Ollivant the appointment 5 Fin, 
trar of the diocese of Llandaff, and he was also chapter-clerk of 
Cathedral, and steward of the Marquis of Bute’s Manors. Mr. Luard 
a notary public, and “pares commissioner for Glamorganshire. 
had been twice married, and he leaves two sons and one daughter. 





MR. JOSHUA JULLIAN ALLEN. 


Mr. Joshua Jullian Allen, of 20, Bedford-row, who was one of the oldest 
practising solicitors in London, died at Bath, on the 2nd inst., at the age 
of eighty-five. Mr. Allen was the son of the Rev. David Bird Allen, 
rector of Burton, Pembrokeshire, and was born in 1799. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1821, and he had been for many years at the head 
of one of the leading firms in Bedford-row. He was formerly in partner- 
ship with his eldest son, the late Mr. Joshua Bird Allen, who was 
until his death in 1880, one of the chief clerks in the Chancery Division. 
More recently he was associated with a younger son, Mr. Charles John 
Allen, who was admitted a solicitor in 1854. Mr. Allen had a very exten- 
sive private practice, and his firm were acting under-sheriffs in London for 
C ire and the town of Carmarthen. Be ve § mage Se 
Somersetshire and Pembrokeshire. He was matried in 1821 to the only 
daughter of Mr. John Brooke. 


aap 
MR. WILLIAM COPE, 


Mr. William Cope, barrister, recorder of Bridgnorth, died at Shaw- 
bury, Shropshire, on the 8th inst. Mr. Cope was the son of Mr. William 
Henry Cope, of Holbeach, Staffordshire, and was born in 1813. He was 
educated at Bridgnorth School, and at rigs 2 College, Oxford. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1840, and 
formerly practised on the Oxford Circuit. In 1858, on the passing of the 
Court of bate Act, he was appointed by Sir Cresswell Cresswell to the 
office of district probate registrar at Shrewsbury, and he held that office 
till his death. He had also been recorder of the borough of Bridgnorth 
since 1871. Mr. Cope was married in 1843 to the daughter of Mr. 
Stevens, of Old Windsor. 


MR. JOHN LETHBRIDGE COWLARD. 


Mr. John Lethbridge Cowlard, solicitor (the head of the firm of Cow- 
lard, Cowlard, & Grylls), of Launceston, died on the 10th inst., at the 
age of seventy-two, Mr. Cowlard was bornin 1812. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1833, and he had 
ton, where he had a 1 
of his death, associated in partnership with his son, Mr. 

Lethbridge Cowlard, who was admitted a solicitor in 1869, and with Mr. 
Charles Reginald Gerveys Grylls. Mr. Cowlard was a commissioner to 
administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, and in the 
Stannaries Courts, and he was for many years town clerk of Launceston, 
clerk to the Launceston Highwa » and clerk to the for 
the Liftsa Hundred of , and for the Launceston 


Pe 








Cornwall. Mr, Cowlard was buried at Egloskerry on the 15th inst. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Company—Winvinc-vup Petition—Barze Trustee or Dest.—In a case 
of In re The Ooregum Gold Mining Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 
15th inst., the question was raised whether the legal owner of a debt, 
who is a bare trustee of the debt, is entitled to petition alone for the 

up of the company. In the particular case the owner of a debt 
due by a company had assigned it (by an assignment in form absolute) for 
the purpose of enabling the assignee to petition for the winding up of the 
company. It was admitted that no consideration was given for the 
assignment, and that in equity the debt still remained the property of the 
assignor. The assignee petitioned in his own name, nothing being said 
about the assignment, and, in his affidavit in support of the petition, he 

that the debt was due to him. The court (Baccatiay, Bowen, 
and Fry, L.JJ.), without deciding that in no case could the legal owner 
of a debt due by a company, of which he was trustee for an absolute 
beneficial owner, petition alone for the winding up of the company, said 
that the facts ought to be truly stated in the petition. And, in the 
particular case, they allowed the petition to be amended (an offer so to 
amend having been made in jhe court below) by stating the facts and by 
joining the equitable owner of the debt as a co-petitioner.—CounszEL, 
Hastings, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods ; Seward Brice and Chaster ; Pearson, 
Q.C., and Macaskie. Soxtcrrors, Snell, Son, §¢ Greenip ; Beall § Co. 





Company — Winpinc vurp— Loan Socrery—Wiruprawinc MemsBers— 
Prionrry—Companies Act, 1862, s. 133.—In a case of In re The Alliance 
Society, before the Court of Appeal on the 13th inst., the question arose 
whether the members of a mutual loan society, which was being 
wound up voluntarily, who had given notices of withdrawal before 
the commencement of the winding up, were entitled to be paid out of the 
assets in priority to other members. Upon the construction of the rules 
of the society, the court held that the withdrawing members were entitled 
to priority. But the main question was whether the rules had any appli- 
cation after the commencement of the winding up. Kay, J., had held 
that the rules had no application after the winding up, but that, by 
virtue of section 133 of the Companies Act, 1862, the assets must bs dis- 
tributed rateably among all the members. And reliance was placed on the 
decision of Jessel, M.R.,in In re The Mutual Society (L. R. 24Ch. D. 425n.) 
as showing that this decision was right. The Court of Appeal (BaccaLLay, 
Bowsn, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the withdrawing members were en- 
titled to priority, and that the contract as to withdrawal contained in the 
rules was not put an end to by the winding up. They said that they did 
not think that Jessel, M.R., intended to lay down as a general rule that, 
because, after a winding up, a fund could not be realized modo et formd in 
the way prescribed by the rules, therefore the priority given by the rules 
was putanendto. If he did intend soto decide, their lordships could 
not agree with him. Their view was in accordance with that of the Court 
of A: in In re The Blackburn and District Benefit Building Society (L. R. 
24Ch. D. 421, 27 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 615), which was affirmed by the House 
of Lords on the 28th of November last.—Counsrt, Rigby, Q.C., and 
Rowden ; Northmore Lawrence ; Geare ; Temple Cooke. Soutcrrors, J. D. 
Peard ; B. C. Godfray. 





Company—Winpixc urp—Bvumpixe Socrery—Priority BETWEEN Mem- 
BERs—Norice or WiTHDRAWAL—WAIVER—EstorPeL.—In a case of In re 
The Middlesborough Building Society, before the Court of Appeal on the 
14th inst., the question arose whether members of a building society, 
who had given notices of withdrawal in pursuance of the rules, had waived 
their rights under those notices, or were estopped from asserting them, 
by reason of their subsequent conduct. The rules provided that a member 
who should give a notice of withdrawal as to the whole of his shares 
should thereupon cease to be a member of the society. Some of the 
members who had given notice of withdrawal afterwards attended meet- 
ings of the society and voted thereat, and it was contended that, by so 
doing, they had waived their notices, or were estop from saying that 
they were not continuing members of the society. The court (BAGGALLAY, 
Bowen, and Fry, L JJ.) held that there had been no such waiver or 
estoppel. Bowen, L.J., said that, by the rules, a right was given to one 
Meg contract to elect te alter his position towards the other party. 

he had so elected was a question of fact. If he had acted in 

such an ambiguous way as not to make it clear that he had elected to do 
80, the evidence of election would not be complete. If it was not clear 
that a member had given a notice of withdrawal, his attending at a 
meeting would be evidence that he had not elected to withdraw. But an 
election once made was irrevocable. The person electing had thereby 
altered his position, and had obtained new rights. If he afterwards 
wished to hark back to his old rights there must either be a new contract 
the other party, or conduct on his own part which estopped him 
saying that he had not resumed his old position. That this was the 
in such cases had never been disputed. If a member of the society 
once elected to withdraw, his afterwards attending at a meeting 
t be evidence that he had entered into a new agreement with the 
to resume his old position. But in the present case, looking at the 
roles, there was not sufficient evidence of any such new contract; much 
more was necessary under the rules. If it could be shown that the member 
had so acted as to lead the society to alter its position, in the belief that 
he had resumed his old position, that might amount to an estoppel. But 
the evidence did not come up to this. Baccartay and Fry, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—Counsz, Pearson, Q.C., and Buckley ; Hastings, Q.C., and Seward 
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Brice; Rigby, Q.C., and Dawney. Soxtcrrors, Pitman ¢ Son ; Jackson ¢ 
Evans ; Finnis § Wylie. 





Lunacy—Jvurispiction—Sarz or Unpivipep Suarez or Lunatic m Rear 
Estare—Lounacy Reeutation Act, 1853, ss. 116, 124.—In a case of In 
ve Weid, before the Court of Lunacy on the 19th inst., the question arose 
whether the court had, under section 124 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 
1853, jurisdiction to sanction the sale of an undivided share of real estate 
belonging to a lunatic to the owner of the other undivided shares. Reference 
was made to an rted decision of Turner, L.J., in chambers, in a case 
of In re Woolhouse, on the 19th of March, 1855, in which he expressed an 
opinion that the 124th section of the Act did not contemplate the sale of 
an undivided share of an estate belonging to a lunatic, except in cases in 
which the owners of the other undivided shares concurred in the sale. The 
court (BaccatLay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) were disposed to agree in this 
view, but it was not necessary to decide the point, because they held that, 
under the circumstances of the case, there was power to sanction the sale 
under section 116 of the Act.—Counsgt, Barber, Q.C., and F. G. Bag- 
shawe ; Dundas Gardiner. Sorrcrrors, Palmer, Eland, § Nettleship ; Gads- 
den & Treherne. 





Lunacy—Vestirnc Orper—Trusrze or InieGat AssocraTion — Com- 
pantgs Act, 186%, s. 4.—In a case of In re Siddall, before the Court of 
Lunacy on the 19th inst., a question arose as to the making of a vesting 
order to vest land, held on trust for the members of a freehold land 
society, in new trustees who had been appointed in the place of a 
lunatic trustee. In the first instance the court (Baccattay and Fry, 
L.JJ.) were disposed to think that the society was illegal under section 
4 of the Companies Act, 1862, as being an association consisting of more 
than twenty persons, and formed for the poous of carrying ona busi- 
ness that had for its object the acquisition of gain by the association 
or the individual members thereof, and not registered under the Act, 
and, therefore, the court were of opinion that they could not assist it by 
making a vesting order. On a further hearing and re-argument the 
court (BaccatLAy, Bowsn, and Fry, L.JJ.) held, on the authority of 
Crowther v. Thorley (32 W. R. 330), which they thought was exactly in 
point, that, on the true construction of the society’s deed, the business 
was to be carried on by the trustees merely, not as agents for the mem- 
bers of the association, and that, consequently, registration under the 
Act was not i They, therefore, made the vesting order.— 
CounseL, Byrne. Soxrcrrors, Ridsdale § Son. 





VENDOR AND PurcHAsER—SALE By TrusTEES—DEPRECIATORY CoNnDITIONS 
—Vatiwitry.—In a case of Dunn v. Flood, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 15th inst., a question arose as to the validity of ig eed conditions 
of sale upon a sale of real estate by trustees. The land in question was 
devised by H., who died in 1823, to his wife for life, and after her death 
to trustees, on trust for sale. The wife died in 1871, and in April, 1872, 
the land was sold by the trustees and conveyed to 8. In June, 1872, 8. 
conveyed the land to J., who entered into a covenant with S. that his 
heirs and assigns would not carry on, or permit to be carried on, upon 
the land the trade of a brewer, hotelkeeper, innkeeper, victual- 
ler, &c. In October, 1872, J. conveyed the land toN. N., by his will, 
devised all his real estate to trustees, on trust for sale. He died in August, 
1882, and in November, 1882, his trustees put up the land comprised in 
the deed of October, 1872, for sale by auction in thirty-two lots, subject 
to a number of conditions. The fourth condition was that the vendors 
would deliver to the respective purchasers an abstract of title to the 
several lots, commencing with the deed of October, 1872, and that ‘‘ every 
recital or statement in any abstracted document should be deemed con- 
clusive evidence of the fact or matter recited or stated therein, or to be 
assumed or implied therefrom.”” The sixth condition provided that the 
respective lots were sold subject to the existing tenancies, restrictive 
covenants, easements, quit rents, and other incidents of tenure (if any) 
affecting the same ; and that the respective purchasers should covenant in 
their respective purchase deeds to observe and perform the stipulations 
and restrictive covenants comprised or referred to in the several abstracted 
muniments of title, so far as the same might relate to the property pur- 
chased by them respectively, and to in the vendors. There were 
also some ‘‘ general conditions,’’ one of which provided that the purchaser 
of each lot should enter into a restrictive covenant in the terms set forth 
in the condition, which terms were identical with those of the restrictive 
covenant by J. contained in the deed of June, 1872. At the sale the 
defendant to the present action was declared to be the purchaser of thirteen 
of the lots. He declined to complete his purchase, on the grounds (inter alia) 
that the vendors, being trustees for sale, ought not by the conditions to 
have limited the commencement of the title to the deed of October, 1872, 
and that the extent of the restrictions did not sufficiently appear in the 
conditions. The vendors brought the action for the specific performance 
of the contract. North, J. (32 W. R. 197, L. R. 2&,Ch. D. 629), held 
that there was no sufficient reason for limiting the commencement of the 
title to the conveyance to the testator; that the sixth condition was 
objectionable ; and that the condition that every recital should be deemed 
conclusive evidence was unjustifiable. And his lordship dismissed the 
action, with costs. The decision was aflirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(BAGGALLAY, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.). Bacoauay, L.J., said that trustees 
for sale, however wide their powers might be, were bound to exercise their 
trust in a reasonable and proper manner, and must not rashly or im- 
providently introduce a depreciatory condition for which there was no 
necessity. As to the fourth condition, which limited the length of the 
title, having regard to the fact that the land was sold in thirty-two small 
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lots, his lordship was of opinion that such a condition would save expense 
to both vendors and purchasers, and was not unreasonable, and that the 
trustees could not be blamed for having inserted it. As to condition 6, 
inasmuch as there were no existing tenancies, and no restrictive covenants 
except those set forth in the general conditions, the effect of this con- 
dition was to suggest to an intending purchaser that his purchase 
might be subject to burdens and possible liabilities which were not 
disclosed, and in respect of which there was not that condition for 
compensation which was frequently inserted, and if inserted here might 
have had some bearing on the case. His lordship was aware that it was 
very much the custom to use such wide conditions as these, and, of course, 
an absolute owner would be fully entitled to do so; but it was incident to 
the position of trustees to be surrounded by pitfalls to which other persons 
were not . In this case the trustees had acted in perfect good 
faith, but still the insertion of such a condition of sale was very careless, as 
being calculated to deter purchasers by suggesting liabilities on the 
property which had no existence. In his opinion the sixth condition of sale 
was depreciatory, and the trustees could not maintain the action. Bowzn 
and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Everitt, Q.C., and MacSwinney ; 
W. W. Karslake, Q.C., and W. H. King. Soutcrrors, H. D. Marshall ; 
G. T. Powell. 


Crrminat Inrormation—Lrset—F iat or Drrecror or Puriic Prosscv- 
TIONS—NEwsPAPER LiseL AND Recistration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 
60), s. 3.—In the case of Yates v. The Queen, before the Court of Appeal, 
No. 1, on the 16th inst., the question was whether it is a condition prece- 
dent to the filing of a criminal information for a newspaper libel that the 
fiat of the Public Prosecutor has been obtained in accordance with section 
3 of the Newspaper Libel and Registration Act, 1881. By that section it 
is enacted that ‘‘ no criminal prosecution shall be commenced against any 
proprietor, publisher, editor, or any person responsible for the publication 
of anewspaper for any libel published therein, without the written fiat or 
allowance of the Director of Public Prosecutions in England, or her 
Majesty’s Attorney-General in Ireland, being first had and obtained.”” A 
criminal information was filed against E. Yates at the suit of Lord Lons- 
dale for a libel published in a newspaper of which E. Yates was the 
proprietor. The then defendant only pleaded that the fiat of the ‘Public 
Prosecutor had not been obtained under section 3 of the Act. By the 
judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division E. Yates was sentenced to four 
months’ imprisonment as a misdemeanant of the first division, but execu- 
tion was stayed and a writ of error obtained on the ground that the fiat of 
the Director of Public Prosecutions had not been obtained. By a judg- 
ment of a Divisional Court on a motion to quash the rule absolute for the 
information, and to take the information off the file, it had been previously 
decided by Field, Denman, and Mathew, JJ. (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and 
Hawkins, J., dissenting), that the section was not applicable to a criminal 
information: see L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 750, 32 W. R. Dig. 116. The Court of 
Appeal (Brett, M.R., Corron and Lixpiey, L.JJ.) affirmed the judgment. 
Brett, M.R., said that the question was whether the leave of the Public 
Prosecutor was a condition precedent to the jurisdiction of the court, and 
not merely whether it was a regulation which might or might not be 
waived, or whether there had been a mere error of procedure. The first 
thing to determine was whether section 3 of the Act of 1881 applies to 
criminal informations for newspaper libel at the suit of private prosecutors. 
It was said that section 2 clearly applies to such informations; that the 
term ‘‘ criminal prosecutions ’’ in the preamble of the Act must so apply, 
and, therefore, that section 3 should be applied in the same way. Section 
2 did so apply, but the word there was ‘‘ proceeding,” a far larger term 
than ‘‘criminal prosecution.’’ But sections often go beyond the preamble, 
as in the case of section 6; therefore the construction of section 2 afforded 
no assistance. The construction of the term ‘‘ criminal prosecution ”’ 
would be the same in the preamble as section 3. The statutes m pari 
materié rather tended against the argument, for they showed that 
when Parliament desired to deal with prosecution by way of indict- 
ment and information, either words were used which must have com- 
prised both, or distinctive phraseology was used. It could not be main- 
tained that the term ‘‘ criminal prosecution’’ was ordinarily used by lawyers 
as comprising both, although in strictness it would include prosecution by 
bill of indictment by a grand jury, prosecution before a magistrate, and 
prosecution by criminal information. In such a case, the rule of 
construction is that, if it can be shown that a specific case which may 
be included in an enactment is not within the mischief of the enactment, 
and that to include it would lead to an absurdity in the administration of 
the law, then the court ought to hold that that case is not so included. 
The mischief against which the statute was directed was that newspaper 
proprietors might be harassed by frivolous prosecutions as no justification 
can be heard by a grand jury or a magistrate. But that mischief does not 
exist in the case of a prosecution by criminal information, for the defendant 
has the opportunity of showing causeagainst the rule. It was the same in 
the case of ex officio information by the Attorney-General. If the enact- 
ment seyret to one it applied to both ; therefore the test was whether, in 
either class of criminal information, the application of the enactment 
would ae ee absurdity. The commencement of a prosecution by 
criminal information is the filing of the information. Therefore, the fat 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions (if necessary) would have to be 
obtained before then. But it could not have been intended that the 
director should have power, by refusing his fat, to overrule the decision of 
the court, and that the Attorney-General should be overruled by his 
subordinate. Such a view would involve an indecent absurdity in the 
administration of the law. Section 3 applied to criminal prosecution by 
indictments, and to proceedings before magistrates. Section 6, which 
ineorporated the Vexatious Indictments Act, was an alternative section, 
and, if the consent of a judge or the Attorney-General has been obtained, 








the fiat of the director is not necessary. Therefore, section 3 was not 
applicable either to criminal information at the suit of a private prosecu- 
tor, or ex officio by the Attorney-General. Even if it did apply, his 
lordship doubted whether the obtaining the fiat would be a condition 
precedent to the jurisdiction, and not a mere error of ure which 
might be waived. Corron and Linney, L.JJ., gave ent to the 
same effect. The court made an order under 16 & 17 Vict. c. 32, s. 4, in 
accordance with the judgment of the Divisional Court.—Covunss1, C. 
Russell, Q.C., Poland, and Box; Sir H. James, A.G., and Danckweris. 
Sourcrrors, Lewis ¢ Lewis ; Horns § Murray. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Wutt—Constrverion— Curitpren.”’—In a case of Nicholson v. Kirk, 
before Pearson, J., on the 19th inst., a question arose as to the construc- 
tion of the word ‘‘children” ina will. A testator, by his will, gave the 
residue of his estate in fourths—one-fourth to the children of fis late 
brother W. ; another fourth to the children of his late brother J. ; another 
fourth to the daughters of his late brother A.; and the remaining fourth 
to a nephew of the testator by name. At the date of the will, and at the 
date of the testator’s death, there were children living of the brother W., 
but at neither of those dates were there any children of J. living. 
There were, however, at the date of the will, and at the date 
of the testator’s death, grandchildren of J. living, and there 
was evidence that the testator knew these facts. The question was 
whether the meaning of the word ‘‘children’’ could be extended, and 
construed so as to include grandchildren of J. or issue generally. It was 
contended that, inasmuch as the testator knew the facts, and the gift to 
the children of J. would be inoperative if the meaning of the word was not 
extended, the word ought to be construed as including grandchildren and 
great grandchildren, or at any rate grandchildren. Prarson, J., refused 
to construe the word children otherwise than in its natural literal sense. 
He was of opinion, upon the authorities, in Moor v. Raisbeck 
(12 Sim. 123) and Pride v. Fooks (3 De G. & J. 252), that the rule was this— 
that the word “‘ children ’’ in a will could not be construed as meanin; 
anything but ‘‘children,’’ unless, upon the construction of the will ; 
the court came to the conclusion that the testator intended to use the 
word ina widersense. The mere fact that, if the word was not construed 
in a wider sense, the gift in which it occurred would be inoperative, was 
not a sufficient reason. for extending the natural meaning of the word. 
And in the present case the use of the word “children ’’ in the gift of the 
first one-fourth to the children of W., in which it could not be construed 
in any but its literal sense, negatived the notion that the testator intended 
to use the same word in the gift of the second one-fourth in a different 
sense.—CounseL, Stallard; Levett; E. 8. Ford ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
A. D. Stallard. Soxicrtors, W. H. Stallard ; Bolton, Robbins, § Busk. 





Company—WInDING Up—SuPERvision ORDER—RESTRAINING PROCEEDINGS 
in Scorch Court—Ex parte Orper—Companres Act, 1862, ss. 87, 122, 
151.—In a case of In re The Middlesboreugh Firebrick Company, before 
Pearson, J., on the 17th inst., a question arose as to restraining proceed- 
ings by creditors in a Scotch court against a company, on the making of 
an order to continue the voluntary winding up of the company under the 
supervision of the court. The company was an English one, but it had a 
leasehold ary and a other assets in Scotland, and some Scotch 
creditors commen proceedings against 
court, and proceedings in the Scotch courts were threatened by other 
creditors. e company having resolved on a voluntary winding up, 
creditor petitioned for an order to continue the voluntary win up 
under the’ »«pervision of the court. The company did not oppose the 

tition. The petitioner also asked ex parte for an order to restrain the 

tch creditors from ing against the company in the Scotch 
courts. Reliance was p on the general ee iven to the court 
sections 85 and 87 of the Companies Act, 1862; the power given to 
court by section 122 to enforce its orders in Scotland and Ireland by 
aid of the Scotch and Irish courts; and on the decision of Jessel, M. 
in In re International Pulp Company (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 594). In that case 
ordér was made restraining goon gut Lag epe mp mye 
company which had been ordered to wound up in England, but the 
order was made upon notice to the creditor, who was heard in opposition 
to the application. Prarsoy, J., made a supervision order, and then 
made a se order restraining the proceedings of the Scotch creditors. 
He said that the creditors would be able, if they chose, to move to dis- 
charge the order.—Counsgi, Solomon; Butcher. Sorrcrrors, Ingledew, 
Ince, § Colt. 


ere 





Hvusnanp AND Wire—Acency—Jornt Current AccountT—SvurvivorsHlP. 
—In the case of In re Pattinson, deceased, Graham v. Pattinson, before 
Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., the question arose whether a sum of £970, 
standing at the testator’s death to the joint uccount of the testator and 
his widow, passed to the latter as her absolute property. The testator, 
who was a farmer, by his will, made in 1875, gave all his property to his 
wife for life, and after her death or second i their son 
absolutely. In 1879 he made a codicil empowering his widow during her 
life interest to carry on his business. In 1881 he paid the sum of 
£700 into a bank to the joint account of himself and his wife, and at other 
times paid further sums to the like account. This account was never 
made use of by his wife, but the testator alone used it, but never reduced 
pedi sreysrg rit. d gets. agg A ete The £970 was the major 
portion of the testator’s property. lence was given of conversations 





abe mpeniees 
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between the testator and his wife, and also between him and the bank 
cashier, as to his intention of benefiting his widow by opening the joint 
account. It was submitted on behalf of the executor of the will that there 
had been no transfer ing the legal ownership to the widow, and that 
the executor alone could sue for the money. The test was, in whom did 
the right of action lie. In — of this view Lloyd v. Pughe (21 W. R. 
246, L. R. 8 Ch. 88) was cited. Currry, J., said that, on the circum- 
stances of the case and the evidence of the widow, corroborated by the 
cashier, he held that there was an intention shown by the testator to 
benefit the widow, and that she was not his agent or trustee for the sum 
standing to the joint account. The circumstance that the widow had 
never made use of the account for the purposes of the business, in fact, 
had never acted as her husband’s agent, went far to show that the 
money was intended for her benefit on his death. It was said that there 
was no legal right in the wife, as the contract with the bankers was with 
the husband alone; but there was a distinction between suing on a contract 
and what amounted to a ‘ormance of a contract. If the bank cashed 
the cheques of the widow, that would have been a ne of the 
contract with the husband, and if before action brought by the executor 
the bank paid over the whole sum on the widow’s demand, such payment 
would be a complete answer to the executor. The widow was entitled to 
the original £700, and also to its subsequent accretions, with interest.— 
Counset, Ince, Q.C., and Carson ; Waggett ; Romer, Q.C., and Stuart Macaskie ; 
M. W. Mattinson. Souicrrors, Bompas, Bischof, ¢ Dodgson, for J. L. 
Paitson, Whitehaven ; Helder ¢ Roberts. 





Corynienut Act, 1842, ss. 2, 6—‘* Boox’’—Parivtep Face or Forecast 
Barnometzer.—In the case of Davis v. Committi, before Chitty, J., on the 
20th inst., the question arose whether the printed face of a ‘‘ forecast 
barometer’? was a ‘‘book”’ within the definition of the Copyright Act, 
1842, s. 2, which enacts that a book shall be construed to mean and include, 
amongst other things, “‘every sheet of letterpress map, chart, or plan 
separately published.’’ Currry, J., said that the face of the barometer 
was but a n part of the instrument, and if separated therefrom 
was not intended to have, and, in fact, had no use or meaning whatever. 
Regarded as a card apart from the barometer, it not only foretold nothing, 
but told nothing. By reading the printed matter on the face alone no 
intelligible proposition could be arrived at, and to make it speak it must 
be read in connection with the instrument, and not so much in connection 
with the instrument’s hands or indices as with the mercury column, the 

ion of the hands depending on the height of the mercury. As 
a matter of fact, the face had never been separately published, or in any 
manner used as a separate publication. By itself it was not a chart in 
the sense of being a weather chart. He also held that it was not a sheet 
separately published, and, therefore, not a book within the 
of the Act. In confirmation of that view, regard might be had 
to section 6 of the Act, requiring a copy of the whole of every book to be 
sent to the British Museum. Ifthe face was a book, a delivery of the face 
would be a compliance with the Act, although the face by itself was 
without use or meaning. The necessity of delivering the barometer as the 
whole book reduced the position to an absurdity. Furthermore, it would 
be strange if an inventor of a barometer could obtain a patent, and protect 
his invention for fourteen — -— at _ same time, for all practical 
purposes, secure 8 monopoly for, at least, forty-two years by registerin 
the face under the Copyright Act, 1842. The face of the berembbee we 
not within the Act.—CovunseL, Macnaghten,Q.C., and Maclean ; Aston, 
Q.C., and Jason Smith. Soxtcrrons, Sharon G. Turner; F. A. Lewty. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Bawxuvurrcy—Rercrep Ownersurp—Serarate Estate or Bankrvupt’s 
Wrre rs Banxevrr’s Possession—Marniace Contract MADE IN Forgicn 
Couwrry.—In a case of Ex parte Sibett, before the Court of Appeal on the 
16th inst., a question arose as to the right of a trustee in bankruptcy to 
separate property of the bankrupt’s wife which was in the possession of 
the bankrupt at the commencement of the bankruptcy. The bankrupt, a 
trader, was domiciled in England. He married his wife, who was 
a Prussian subject, in Prussia, and before the iage a marriage con- 
tract im the Prussian form was entered into between the husband and 
wife. It was admitted by the trustee in the bankruptcy that the effect of 
this contract, “ap peng according to the ee ae that the wife 
became entitled for separate use to all real an pene pe | 

to her at the time of the marriage, and that a property whic 
accrued to her after the donation or inheritance became her 
, and stood in the same position as the property men- 
tioned in the contract. No trustee of the property was appointed by 
the contract. After the marriage the husband and wife resided in 
England, where the husband carried on business, and ultimately he 


became a bankrupt in England. Some of the wife’s separate propert 
under the contract was at the commencement of the bankruptay in the 


4) ——, and the trustee in the bankruptcy claimed it as 
the = yh order and disposition as reputedowner. Mr. Regis- 
allowed the c The Court of Appeal (Barrr, M.R., and 
and Lixpier, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, and ordered the property 
be delivered up to the wife. Buerr, M.R., said that the 
contract, being made in Prussia, must be construed according to 
law. It was admitted that the effect of the contract so con- 
to give to the wife for her separate use. Then 
land, the English law of bank- 
husband was a trustee for his 


an 


English 


~ 


articles forming part of the separate Le ug which were in his possession 
did not pass to his trustee in bankruptcy. Corron and Liyprey, L.JJ., 
concurred.—CovunseL, Winslow, Q.C., and G, W. Lawrence ; Sidney Woolf 
and F. M. Abrahams. Sourcrrors, Alfred Howard ; M. Abrahams, Sons, & 
Co. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


So.ic1roR—JURISDICTION TO STRIKE OFF Ro~ts—APPLIcATION IN Court 
or ApPEAL—INJUNCTION TO RESTRAIN TAKING OUT CERTIFICATE—JUDICATURE 
Act, 1873, s. 87.—In acase of In re Mark Henry Whitehead, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 21st inst., a question arose as to the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Ap to entertain an application on the first instance to 
strike a solicitor off the rolls. The application was made by the official 
solicitor, by the direction of the Court of Appeal, in consequence of some 
facts which came before the court on the ye tes of an appeal from a 
decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the Palatine Court of Lancaster in The 
Northern Counties of England Fire Insurance Company v. Whipp (L. R. 26 
Ch. D. 482, 28 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 429). C., the manager of the com- 

any, had mortgaged property of his own to the company, and afterwards 

ad made a second mortgage to W., concealing the first mortgage, and 
handing the title deeds, which were under his control as manager of the 
company, to W. When the fraud was afterwards discovered, the question 
arose which of the mortgagees was entitled to priority, and the Court of 
Appeal, reversing the decision of the Vice-Chancellor, held that the 
company had not been guilty of such bm gg as to deprive them of 
priority. It was alleged that Whitehead, who was the solicitor of the 
company, and who acted as solicitor for O. in obtaining the loan from 
the second mo: , had been a party to this fraud. Notice of the 
= to strike him off the rolls was given to Whitehead, but he did 
not appear, nor did he file any affidavits in answer. He had, however, 
not practised as a solicitor, and had not taken out his certificate for 
several years. When the application was heard by the Court of Appeal, 
on the 12th inst., the question was raised whether that court had jurisdic- 
tion in the first instance, or, at any rate, whether they should exercise an 
original jurisdiction. The court (Baccatiay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) 
then expressed an opinion that they had jurisdiction, but said that, before 
deciding to exercise it, they would consult the other members of the Court 
of Appeal. On the 21st inst., the court, without giving any reasons, decided 
to exercise the jurisdiction. Baccattay, L.J., said that it appeared, 
from the affidavits, that Whitehead had concealed from the second 
mortgagee’s solicitor the fact that the property was already mortgaged to 
the company, though he must have been ectly well aware of it. He 
delivered up the title deeds, but kept back the mo e. This ,was as 
gross misconduct on the part of a solicitor as could well be imagined. He 
had not chosen to answer the charge, and, if the court had thought fit to 
exercise its jurisdiction to its full extent, there was certainly a case for 
striking him off the rolls. They had, however, taken into consideration 
that it might be through negligence that he had omitted to answer the 
affidavits, and also that practically there was no appeal from the decision 
of this court. Moreover, the matters complained of happened six years 
ago, and Whitehead had not taken out a certificate for some years. The 
court would not, therefore, strike him off the rolls, but they would 
restrain him by injunction from renewing his certificate without the leave 
of the court. If he should hereafter desire to renew it, he could then 
come to the court and offer an explanation of his conduct. Their lord- 
ships thought that this order would be a sufficient protection to the 
public. Notice of the order must be given to the proper officer. Bowen 
and Fry, L.JJ.. concurred.—Covunset, Stirling and F. W. Hollams. 
Souicrror, Zhe Official Solicitor. 





Costs—DisaLLowance —So.iciror — ADMINISTRATION AcTION— DeLay 
—Rvuizes or Court, 1883, oxp. 65, xn. 11.—In the case of Furness 
v. Davis, which came before Kay, J., on the 19th inst., on further con- 
sideration, a question arose as to the power of the court under the Rules 
of Court, 1883, ord. 65, r. 11, to disallow a solicitor his costs on the ground 
of the delay which had occurred in the prosecution of the action. The 
action was commenced in 1873 for the execution of the trusts of the will 
of Mary Davis, and for the administration of her real and personal estate, 
and a decree was made on the 31st of May, in that year, directing the 
usual class inquiries. The certificate was prepared in chambers in 1881, 
but it was not completed until the 5th of December, 1884. In 1876, John 
Messetter, one of the beneficiaries under the will who had liberty to attend, 
took out a summons for the conduct of the cause in consequence of the 
laintiff’s delay. The summons, after being allowed to drop, was restored 

1879, but no order was made upon it. In April, 1884, as the delay 
still continued, eee are took out a summons for the conduct of the 
cause, which was adjo into court, and was ultimately ordered to stand 
to the hearing of the further consideration. The delay was attributed by 
the plaintiff to the difficulty of ascertaining the members of the several classes 
of , a8 they belonged to the costermonger and itinerant 
classes. The plaintiff had issued several advertisements for this purpose. 
Kay, J., said that in this case there had been a most enormous delay, 
which must be accounted for. The certificate was not obtained until 

decree. Under ord, 65, r. 11, 
to refer the matter to a taxing 

the solicitor, in the first place, 





in 
5 Ape law 
separate property if no other trustee had been appointed, and 
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the conduct of the case to show cause why that disallowance should not 
be made. His lordship could not conceive why there should have been 
this delay. Allthere was to do was to issue the advertisements, and if 
the parties did not come in they would be excluded. Every my? he 
received letters from parties who had been grossly injured by the delay 
that took place in the conduct of matters like this in the Chancery 
Division—letters begging and praying him to inquire into the matter, 
and to see how it was they were prevented from receiving their moneys by 
these delays in administration actions. Messetter would have liberty to 
attend the proceedings before the taxing master; the costs of both 
parties on his summons to be costs in the cause.—CounsgEL, Hustings, 
Q.C. ;. Robinson, Q.C.; Kekewich, Q.0.; EF. W. Byrne; E. Ford; W. Ren- 
shaw ; H. W. Horne ; Church. Sottcrrons, F. J. § G. J. Braikenridge ; 
Clarence Harcowrt ; Carpenter & Son ; Reep, Lane, § Co. 





Soticrron — ArticteD Crerk — Dzatu or Parnecrpat purinc Term oF 
ApPprREentTiIcEsHIp—REtTURN oF Premium.—In a case of Ferns v. Carr, before 
Pearson, J., on the 21st inst., the question arose whether, on the death of 
a solicitor during the term of apprenticeship of a clerk who has been 
articled to him, the clerk, or his guardian, is entitled to a return of a 
portion of the premium paid to the solicitor. The action was brought by 
the father of an articled clerk st the representatives of a deceased 
solicitor, to whom the clerk had been articled, for a return of part of the 
premium of £150 which had been paid to the deceased as the consideration 
for the articles. The articles were entered into in November, 1880, for 
five years, and the solicitor died in December, 1883. By the articles the 
solicitor agreed, in the usual form, properly to instruct his pupil. The 
solicitor had no partner to whom the pupil could be handed over. 
Pxaxson, J., following the decision of the Court of Common Pleas in Whincup 
v. Hughes (L. R. 6 C. P. 78), and differing from that of Lord Cottenham, 
C., in Hirst v. Tolson(2 Mac. & G. 134), held that, there being only a i 
failure of consideration, the action was not maintainable for a debt at law. 
If there was no debt at law, it was extremely difficult to say there was any 
equitable debt. That being so, he was thrown back upon the jurisdiction 
of the court over solicitors. He could understand that, solicitors being 
officers of the court, the court had a summary jurisdiction over them in 
respect of their conduct as solicitors. But he could not understand how 
that would enable the court to interfere in the matter of a contract 
between a solicitor and a third party, and say that that should be done 
which the judge might think according to morals ought to be done. That 
would really be to make the rules of the court vary, as Lord Eldon once 
said they did vary, according to the length of the foot of the Lord 
Chancellor. He thought he ought to follow the decision of the Court of 
Common Pleas.—Counset, D. Sturges; Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrons, Hamlin, 
Grammar, §& Hamlin; Few § Co. 


SITTINGS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. REGISTRAR PEPys). 
Jan. 21.—E x parte Singleton, Re Singleton and Tattershall. 


This was an application by John Singleton, of the firm of Singleton & 
Tattershall, to pass his public examination. The bankrupts were solicitors 
in Great James-street, Bedford-row, and the made a receiving 
order against them in April, 1884. Their joint statement of affairs re- 
turned liabilities amounting to £13,773, of which £10,149 were likely to 
rank against the estate, with assets £6,244. Tattershall is now un ing 
a sentence of imprisonment for fraud. According to the report the 
official receiver, Tattershall had the whole conduct of the business, and 
Singleton stated that he knew nothing of the assets or liabilities of the 
firm. Tattershall attributed his failure to a sequestration issued 
the firm under an order of the Chancery Division, dated the 21st of March, 
1884, for £8,564, and he stated that he was unable to account for the 
deficiency. 

J. Linklater appeared for the trustee. 

The bankrupt, upon examination, said that, although appearing as 
a partner in the firm of Singleton and Tattershall, he was merely an 
annuitant, and received £300 per year, in addition to £150 for keeping the 
books of the firm. 

His Honour allowed the bankrupt to pass.— Zimes 





CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT. 
(Before HupDLESTON, B.) 
Jan. 15.—Reg. v. Long and others. 


Thomas Long, George Fletcher Walker, and William Jones were 
charged with a conspiracy to murder a certain child. - 

Poland, and Eyre Lleyd, conducted the an for the Treasury. 

Besley, and Ernest Beard, appeared for Walker. 

At the conclusion of the case for the prosecution, Besley intimated that 
he should have to call a witness for Walker. A difficulty arose as to 
whether Poland should speak last and sum up the case the other 
defendants, who did not wish to call evidence. 

Huppviesron, B., said that the matter had been discussed at a recent 
council of judges, and they had come to the conclusion that unless the 
Attorney-General was himself personally present, his deputy should not 
reply and have the last word except witnesses were called for the defence. 
A somewhat celebrated case was tried Bey (4 in which the question was 
raised, Mr. Charles, who represented the A’ . a 
right to reply, although witnesses were met called for the dafapce It hi 








been decided by the judges that, as the Attorney-General was represented 
by a deputy in all Government prosecutiotis, the question was whether it 
was Bm « Meghna 


deputy would not have a t to reply where witnesses were not called for 
the defence; but where 
cot sofor his sopiy, but bo voc i seust suply pomondng’ ta ile ane; i 
not sever his reply, but, he m™ y y. In case, 
Wiletenes ween caibed Dy end of ‘the defendants Mr. Poland must reply ; 
and it would be monstrously inconvenient that there should be two 
speeches by the counsel for the prosecution in reply. 








SOCIETIES. 


HULL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general of this society was held in the society’s 
hall, Lincoln’s-inn-buildings, Hull, on Monday evening, the 19th inst. 
The president (Dr. A. K. Rollit) occupied the chair, and there were also 
present Messrs. O. F. Shackles (vice-president), J. J. Thorney, H. Birks, 
H. N. Babington, J. Cook, T. Priestman, F. A. Scott, 
Selby), R. H. Barker, T. F. Farrell, H. Firth, C. E. Gresham, R. Middle- 
miss, T. Pearce, R. H. Dawe (town 
A. A. Kingdon, J. W. Mills, G. L. . ds 
wood, A. L. Salmon, A. Gilby-Cook, T. B. Redfern, C. R. Moore, T. L. 
, R. E. Johnson. E. C. Boden, A. M. Jackson, J. Allen J 

(treasurer), and J. T. Woodhouse (hon. sec.). 

aa the proceedings of the society during the past year was 

resen 
PiThe President, having to leave early, briefly addressed the 
and alluded to the very sati increase in the number, a point to 


> 
Rg 


which he had specially directed his attention during the past year. For 
many reasons connected with his ma; and ise, which all 
knew, he had not been able to give time and attention to the 


of the society which he should otherwise have been desirous of doing, 
but he hoped he had been the means of creating at least some additional 
interest in the society’s proceedings, and in considerably tg its 
finances. Commen on the operation of the new ptcy Act, the 
president said that he pean ane some statistics compiled as 
to the business in the Hull » but he t, pgp my a 
was about half only of that done in all ether 

that the influence of the Act was asa t to debtors, or 
whether it was because the Act was a terra — ‘ which debtors 
and creditors alike were unwilling to enter, he not know, but the fact 
remained that the business done was very little, and the court was not 
likely to prove attractive so 1] 

remuneration existed, 


=4 
9 


and, in conclusion, thanked them for the 
had shown to him whilst the chair, he esteemed as a 
great honour, and hoped that he it without its losing any of 
ee SS ae ee it. . a 
e president having . Shackles, as -president, took 

chair, and, before proceeding with moved the resolu- 
ee ee ee a dezires 
to ress to the presiden . Rollit deep sympathy condolence 
with in the sad bereavement which he has so recently sustained by the 
death of the mayoress (Mrs. Rollit).”’ 

Mr. Thorney, as the senior member present, seconded the motion, 
which was carried by the members all rising. 

Mr. Shackles then moved the adoption of the report, which was 


Mr 
C. F. Shackles ; vice-president, Mr. J. J. Thorney; hon. secretary, Mr. 
J. T. Woodhouse ; treasurer, Mr. J. : 
Jackson, E. ,Laverack, H. Birks, T. Priestman, 
with the ex- t, Dr. Rollit; 
Winter were elected auditors. 

in rag ooh te Act, teen, by the Council of the I 

under the adopted n- 
corporated Law -* of the United Kingdom, and, after some dis- 
cussion ery | Mr. J. perthpanr sac em Seer —— A. M. Jackson 
seconded, an was unanimously resol “ That society 
or ee ere act, 1688, adopted by the Counell af oioeotie 
Bankruptcy Act, Ww 
Society’ and earnestly trusts that the Lord Chancellor forth 
authorize the adoption thereof, and that a copy of this resolution be sent 
to the secretary of the Associated Provincial 
transaction of other business the meeting 


The following are extracts from the report of the council :— 
The number of members now on the register is 90, being the largest 


number ever enrolled, 
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The Bankruptcy Act, 1883.—Prior to this Act coming into operation, the 
council received a draft of the proposed new rules, and several alterations 
were suggested therem, many of which were adopted. The question of 
the professional charges allowed by the scales under the Act was considered 
at a general meeting of the society, when a resolution was passed, and 
eent to the Board of Trade, pointing out the detrimental effect occasioned 
thereby to the interests of the public, as well as of the profession. This 
opinion the council find to be generally shared throughout the country, 
and a special committee of the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom has the matter under its consideration, and will shortly, it is 

present a report. In the meantime it is stated that the 
authorities have it in contemplation to issue a revised and more liberal 
scale of remuneration. 


Yorkshire Registry Act, 1884.—Two Bills were introduced into Parliament 
last session, dealing with the appointment of the registrars of the three 
Ridings of Yorkshire, and with the existing practice of registration; and 
also proposing several alterations seriously affecting the law as to real 
property within the county, including our own town. One of the Bills 
Senko on behalf of the county justices, and brought in by Mr. 

the other by Mr. Dodds, M.P. for Stockton. Both of these Bills 
were referred to a sub-committee, by whom they were carefully con- 
sidered ; and Mr. C. F. Shackles, your vice-president, was appointed to 
attend a conference of the Yorkshire law societies, at Leeds, on the 27th 
of February last. At this conference a joint committee was appointed to 
carry out the resolutions of the meeting, and Mr, Shackles was made a 
member of that committee to t the East Riding, and took a most 
active part in its proceedings. e joint committee prepared an elaborate 
report, which was forwarded to the Select Committee of the House of 
Commons, to which the two Bills had been referred, presided over by the 
Rt. Hon. G. Osborne M , Judge-Advocate General. The joint com- 
mittee also endeavoured, but without success, to induce the Select Com- 
mittee to receive evidence on behalf of the Yorkshire law societies. The 
ion, however (including Mr. Shackles), were present at the House 
during the sittings of the Select Committee in June last, 
and in constant communication with its members, watching the progress 
of the measures, and bringing before the committee in many conferences 
with members the several amendments and suggestions which had been 
carefully prepared. Though some of the suggested amendments 
were made in the Bill of Mr. Dundas which was adopted by the committee, 
there are many which did not meet with acceptance by the Special 
Committee, and there was no consideration of the Bills by the House of 
Commons itself; whilst the Bill was rapidly passed through the House of 
Lords, and it was quite clear that an amending Act will very shortly have to 
be passed. The council have pleasure in acknowledging the eminent services 
rendered to the society by Mr. Shackles, who has attended many meetings, 
both in Leeds and London, and spared neither time nor labour in watching 
in the interests of our town and the Riding this important measure, and 
has made many valuable suggestions as to the amendment thereof. New 
rules regulating the practice under the Act are being prepared by the 
pen Bea , and the council have been in constant communication 
with clerk of the peace thereon. Drafts of the new rules have been 
submitted to the council for their consideration, and a great many 
for amending and improving the same have been made and 
to the county authority for their consideration and approval. 
Mr. Birks has rendered valuable assistance to Mr. Shackles and the sub- 
committee in this matter, which the council hereby acknowledge. The 
new Act comes into ion on the Ist of January, 1885, and creates 
great alterations in the law and practice of registration, which require 
most serious and careful consideration by every practitioner. Amongst 
the changes effected may be mentioned the following—viz. :—1. From the 
1st of January, 1885, the register will be notice of every instrument upon 
it, and, therefore, no interest in real or leasehold estate can be safely 
dealt with without search. 2. Priority according to date of registration will 
to all assurances—i.c., to every instrument transferring or 
cgieanents, "8. Practicn of obtaining ian cinemas ce dante 
3 ice ing immedi oans on deposit of title 
deeds cannot be safely followed. 4. The machinery of registration 
rendered mere elaborate and complex—z¢.g., description of lands for the 
register not —— by the deeds, but required by the Act and Rules, 
necessitating te and careful inquiry. 5. Memorials will in future be 


4 


: 


written or printed on paper instead of parchment. The deed and memorial 
may be sent to the office by post, and the execution of the deed is not verified 
by oath of attesting witness, and memorial may be attested by one witness 
only, who has attested the execution of thedeed. 6. Plans indorsed on deed 
must be copied on or annexed to memorial. 7. Statutory receipts on build- 


ing # mortgages are to be deemed deeds and registered. 8. No 
document can be registered, and registrar may refuse to receive 
documents for registration if he considers them tly stamped or 


not in conformity with the Act or Rules. 9. The registration of a docu- 
ment may be valid as to some lands and invalid as to others—by omission 
to mention all the parishes or townships in the memorial. Every parish 
in which lands affected by the deed is situate must be specially named in 

memorial. But whether the deed is to agree with the memorial in 


A parish means a place for 
which a separate poor rate may be made. : 


Chancery Business.—A special committee of the j 
for some time wctesweng oe Sage age ow Bey : 
district ries. Full information has 
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of chancery writs iced in tho Hull egtry from November, 1615, t 


es has been sitting 
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Jan. 24, 1885. 
In 1875 - = ; ‘ é z 3 writs issucd. 
3, 1876 ; ; ‘ : : : 6 ime 
3, 1877 ° ; . . > ; 4 ba 
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5, 1884 (up to November 28) . : 3 vis 





SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst.; Mr. J. Anderson Rose, in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. S. Hurry Asker (Norwich), W. Beriah Brook, Edwin 
Hedger, R. Pennington, Henry Roscoe, Philip Rickman, Harry 8. Styan, 
E. W. Williamson, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. 'T. Scott (secretary). A 
sum of £170 was distributed in grants of relief; three new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business was transacted. 
The chairman read a letter from John Hollams, Esq., consenting to 
preside at the twenty-fifth anniversary festival of the association, which was 
then fixed for Wednesday, June 10, at the Star and Garter Hotel, 
Richmond, Surrey. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The Council of Legal Education have made the following appointments 
for the year ending January 10, 1886 :— 

JURISPRUDENCE, INCLUDING INTERNATIONAL Law, Pustic anD Private 
—Roman Law—anp ConstitutionaL Law anv LecGat History.—Joint 
Professors—Frederic Harrison, Esq.; James Bryce, Esq. Joint Ex- 
aminers—W. A. Hunter, Esq. ; J. E. C. Munro, Esq. 

Eeurry.—Professor—Thomas H. Fischer, Esq., Q.C. Examiner—H. 
A. Giffard, Esq., Q.C. 

Tue Law or Reat anp Pgrsonat Property.—Professor—William 
Barber, Esq., Q.C. Examiner—T. C. Wright, , 

Tue Common Law.—Professor—Frederick Pollock, Esq. Examiner— 
Hugh Cowie, Esq., Q.C. 

December Examination, 1884, on the subjects of the lectures of the 
professors of the Inns of Court, held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall on the 16th 
and 17th of December, 1884. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded the following prizes to 
the undermentioned students :— 

Roman Law, JuRIsPRUDENCE, AND Private INTERNATIONAL Law.— 
Satyendra Prasanna Sinha, of Lincoln’s-inn, £50; John Ward Blagg, of 
Lincoln’s-inn, £25; Emmanuel Elliott Pollard, of Gray’s-inn, £15; 
Herbert James Hay Mackay, of the Middle Temple, £10. 

Common Law.—Edward John Chalmers Morton, of the Inner Temple, 
£50; Jitendra Nath Palit, of the Middle Temple, £25 ; Robert Byerley 
Parkes, of Gray’s-inn, £15; Joshua Gittens Knight, of the Middle 
Temple, £10. 

REAL AND Persona, Property Law.—Alfred Hull Dennis, of the Inner 
Temple, £50; Eric Blackwood Wright, of the Middle Temple, £25; 
Lupton Topham Topham, of the Middle Temple, £15 ; William Hepworth 
Mercer, of the Inner Temple, £10. 

Eaurry.—Alfred Pattullo, of Lincoln’s-inn, £50; Francis Theodore 
Duka, of the Inner Temple, £15; Alexander Graham, of Lincoln’s-inn, 
£10 


The council have also awarded to the student who obtained the greatest 
aggregate number of marks in the subjects of the lectures given by two 
of the professors—viz., in Equity and Real and Personal Property Law— 
Thomas Crossley Eastwood, of Gray’s-inn, a prize of £70. 





INNS OF COURT, 
Hizary Examination, 1885. 


General examination of students of the Inns of Court, held at Lincoln’s- 
inn Hall, on the 18th, 19th, 30th, and 3lst of December, 1884, and the 
lst and 2nd of January, 1885. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to David Lewis Harris, of 
the Middle Temple, and Thomas Moffitt Stevens, of Gray’s-inn, student- 
ships in jurisprudence and Roman law of one hundred guineas, to con- 
tinue fora a of two years; and to Leopold Maximilian Percy Firminger, 
of Gray’s-inn, a studentship in jurisprudence and Roman law of one 
hundred guineas, for one year. 

The council have also awarded to the following students certificates that 
they have satisfactorily passed a public ation:—John Alexander 
Anderson, Edward Francis Bigg, Arthur Lynn Bristowe, Francis George 
Bury, Thomas Co oun Dill, Ro Dona)dson, George Thorn 
Drury, Rowland Metzner urt, Herbert George Fordham, Charles 
Alexander Spencer Garland, Thomas Lynedoch Graham, Herbert Heape, 


Alfred Valentine las ~~ Holms, Thomas O’Hara Hors- 
man, Alfred Arthur H uel Henry Jeyes, Walter Guy Coffin 
Kirkwood, Arthur Lawrence, John Louis Mitchell, George Edwara Moke, 
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Reginald Mortimer Higgs Jones Mortimer, Joseph Shaw Mulholland, 
Benjamin Oakes, Arthur Oldham, hae Percy Owen, Peter 
Stanhope Payne, George Herbert Powell, Walter Loudoun Spofforth, 
Alfred Edward Staniland, Harry Lus m Stephen, Walter Henry 
Syfret, Thomas Ernest Trollope, Lewis Wilkin, and Thomas Marchant 
Williams, of the Inner Temple; Robert Staunton Bunch, Thomas 
Bourchier Chilcott, John Roche Dasent, Arthur La Trobe Foster, Gerald 
Aubrey Goodman, John Rickman os Joshua Gittens Knight, 
Martial Louis Auguste Noel, Jitendra Nath Palit, William Chris- 
topher Payne, Cecil Ernest Pigott, Lewis de Teissier Prevost, Mohamed 
Rafique, Frederick Ritter, John Hugh McAuley Ryan, John Paul Rylands, 
Joseph Thompson, and Walter erick Wilson, of the Middle Temple ; 
Alfred Armitage Baker, Edward Arthur Lionel Batters, Richard Cuming 
Benson, Arthur Rawson Birks, Thomas Barclay Cockerton, Henry St. 
John Dawson, David William Fenn, Francis Peter Gervais, William 
Llewellyn Hacon, Kumar Shri Harbhamji, Ernest Edward Hutton, Thomas 
Richard Lee, Charles Prestwood Lucas, Robert William Tarn Mitchell, 
John Lionel Alexander Monckton, Alfred Chilton Pearson, Winfrid 
Alured Comyn Platt, Leonard Francis Potts, Arthur Rimiagton, 
and Herbert Gerald Taaffe, of Lincoln’s-inn ; and Edward Clayton, George 
Knowles Paley, and Thomas Henry Richmond, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
law :—Ibrahim Ahmed, Harry Armytage, George Ranken Askwith, James 
Robertson Bell, Evan Edwin Brook, Fenmertes bean Richard Chambers, 
Ramdas Chubildas, Frederic Astley Darbishire, Frederick Lewis Davis, 
George de Reuter, Peter Yeames Gowlland, Richard Harington, Charles 
Lushington Hickley, William Tudor Howell, Neville Paul Jodrell, 
Frederick Theodore MacDonnell, Percy Alport Molteno, Thomas Ban- 
croft Oughton, Percivall Chase Parr, Henry Goodwin Rooth, — 
Barnsley Shaw, Smithett Shipdem Sheridan, Herbert Stephenson Smith, 
Robert Barton Stewart, Arthur Chilton Thomas, Harry Redmond Thom- 
con, James Falon Thornthwaite, Harry Joseph Turrell, George Frederick 
Underhill, Lowji Merwanji Wadia, Frank Ernest Ward, and Gerald 
Francis Yeo, of the Inner Temple; Stanley ing Alleyne, Edmund 
Percy Calvert, William Lace C e, Nogendra Nath De, William Ham- 
mon Devenish, Frank Lambert Dobson, Edward Jenks, Leon Leclezio, 
Horace Edward Miller, Frederick Smith, Henry Joseph Toulmin, and 
William Wallace, of the Middle Temple; Henry Chartres Biron, Charles 
Frederick Deakin, Henry Arthur Colmore Dunn, Richard Fisher, Robert 
Frost, Frederick Alexander Hahn, John Francis Llewellyn Hardy, 
Joseph Mosenthal, William Fletcher Moore Patten, Charles Edward 
Sismey, Henry Sims Smith, John Ormerod Scarlett Thursby, Robert 
Charles Irwine Whitty, and Edward Herbert Widnell, of Lincoln’s-inn ; 
and Thomas Duncombe Mann, Horace Bertram Nelson, and John Edward 
Redmond, of Gray’s-inn, Esqrs. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Witu1aM Barzer, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of Lincoln’s- 
inn. 

Mr. Franx Hersert Tanner, solicitor, of Wimborne, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for Dorsetshire for taking the Acknowledg- 
ments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Artuur Wiit1aM ALEXANDER, solicitor (of the firm of Craven, 
Rankin, & Alexander), of Halifax, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Halifax County Oourt (Circuit No. 12), and one of the District Registrars 
under the Jydicature Acts, to act jointly with his er, Mr. Michael 
Henry Rankin. Mr. Alexander was admitted a solicitor in 1866. His 
senior partner, Mr. William Craven, is clerk to the magistrates and the 
Commissioners of Taxes at Halifax. 


Mr. Epwarp Newcome Exszorne, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Gzorcxr Prrr Lewis, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of the 
Borough of Poole, in succession to Mr. Henry Mason Bompas, Q.C., who 
has been appointed recorder of Plymouth and Devonport. Mr. Lewis 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1870, having, 
in the previous November, obtained an open studentship. He practises 
on the Western Circuit and at the Devonshire, Exeter, Plymouth, and 
Devonport Sessions, and he is the author of a work on County Court 
Practice. 

Mr. W. 8. Trottorr, solicitor, of 15}, Parliament-street, Westminster, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Bensamry Watxer Kemp, solicitor, of Wakefield, has been 


appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of | Sourn 


Judicature. 


Mr. Geornck Morison Macruerson, barrister, has been appointed to 
officiate as Judicial Commissioner of Scinde. Mr. Macpherson was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1873. 


Mr. Arruvr Lewis, barrister, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Diocese of Llandaff, in succession to the late Mr. William Charles Luard. 
Mr. Lewis is the son of the Right Rev. Richard Lewis, D.D., Bishop of 
Llandaff. He was educated at Eton and at University College, Oxford. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln's-inn in Mi Term, 1873, and 
he practises on the South Wales and Chester Circuit, and at the Glamor- 





ganshire, Carmarthenshire, and Pembrokeshire Sessions. He is official of 
the Archdeaconry of St. Davids. 

Mr. Francis Tuomas Sreavenson, solicitor, of Darlington, has been 
append «ie ae Mr. Steavenson was admitted 
a solicitor in 1861. He is solicitor to the Darlington School Board. 

Mr. Ricuarp Tucker, solicitor, of Bridport, has been elected Clerk to 
eee Highway Board. Mr. Tucker was admitted a solicitor in 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Joun Tuompson and Gzorcs Epwarp Moore Tarior & 
Taylor), solicitors, 7, Pi t-street, Worcester. Dec. 31. said 
George Edward Moore Taylor retires, and the business will be carried on 
by the said John Thompson on his separate account. [ Gazette, Jan. 16.] 








LEGAL NEWS. 


At the Maidstone Assizes, on Friday, Mr. Justice Manisty observed that 
the uncertainty as to when civil business would be taken, which was the 
necessary result of the system of sending only one judge to each town, 
was the means of i the test inconvenience upon judges, 
barristers, solicitors, and e did not know whether the system 
could be preserved in its entirety, but he had no hesitation in saying that 
it was productive of great inconvenience. 


Mr. Thomas Brett, in an article in the Pall Mall Gazette on Reform in 
the Chancery Division, says:—‘*There is no doubt that a considerable saving 
of judicial time might be effected by a better arrangement of business— 
as, for instance, by all business of i classes to certain 
judges—and I ventured to suggest in my former article that it 

robably be an improvement if one at least of the judges 

is time exclusively to chamber business. The great change, however, 
which is needed was pointed out more than ten years ago by one of the 
most eminent members of the present committee—namely, that the mere 
administrative business with which the chief clerks can properly deal 
ought to be separated as much as ible from that which requires the 
exercise of judicial discretion, and a sufficient staff of jadges sheuld 
be provided to deal with the latter class of business in a speedy and 
effectual manner. The absurdity of the t system, under which the 
chief clerks are permitted to fill positions for which the Legislature 
intended them, and for which their previous training has in no way qualified 
them, is ae Oe en eee reform is ‘a matter not of party nor of 
expediency, but simply of knowl . The only fear is lest in any way 
the strength of the case for reform should not be brought out as fully as 
it deserves.’’ 

In a winding-up eppeal on Tuesday the Master of the Rolls said that the 
case was a very good illustration of what he feared to be, to a very large 
extent, the state of the chancery appeals. There was an appearance 


[ 
if 


extent, downright rubbish. Here was an instance 

aggesl ageinst Ss Se ee ition for a winding-up order, 
alt ough not long afterwards another 

omen? he granted, so that it ne cone that the first pape 
ref merely upon grounds peculiar tothe particular petitioner, on 
any ground which rendered an appeal of uee or advantage whatever, 
as the company was being wound up on er petition. Yet the appeal 
was ted in, and that without any authentic t of the Ge ae 
and reasons on which the Vice-Chancellor’s decision had rested. for 
one, would never be party to Se anet of a learned judge 
without knowing what were the and 
in this case he did not know what they were, and it was manifest that 
there were some on which the judgment would be right, and the appeal, 
moreover, was perfectly useless. 








COMPANIES. 


Luoarep ix 4 
CuILLIneTon Iron Company, Lnaren.—Petition for winding presented Jan 
14, direoted to be heard before Kay, J., on Friday, Jan 80, Pilcher, Pall Mall, 
RIVER THAMES VEHICLE, GOODS, AND PassENGER Na CompaxyY. Loarrep. 
RE ey tanto tn cote ba Uae conaleial Wickens Soman Youn, 
10, Old Je chmbrs, to be official 
CLOTHING AND SHIRT eraceupene ANY, LiIMIrEep.— 
Petition for winding up, Jan 16, to be before Pearson, 
J., on Saturday, Jan 24. Cheapside, solicitor for the petitioner 
iContte, Som, 30) 
Brixton Cycrz Company, Liarrep.—Petition for winding up, Jan 


directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, Jan 31. Morris, Mitre ct, 
Iopiano SoyPuuE ax CorPan. ANY, —Petition for winding up. 
presented Jan 16, directed to oon eR na V.C., on Jan 3t at 11.30. 


M Idol solicitors for the 
Lonpon_CELLULOID Bacon, re 


dated Dec 20, it that aa Me. > be wound and 
was 
Coleman st, solicitors for 9 


AND Limey sy Na ComPaNrr, 
Luowitrep.—OCreditors are on or before 28, to send names and 
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oddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert James Pratt. 
:Old Jewry chbrs. Tuesday, Mar 17, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
upon the debts and claims 
as ww ComPANy, LiwiTtED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
ford 3 heard before Pearson, J.,on Jan 31. Torr and Co, Bed- 
un its fer ind and Hind, Nottingham, s — for the petitioners 
ANY, LIMITED.—Credito: required, on or before 
B toe thee per aan addresses, and the saotienliion of their debts 
Woodburn Kirhy, 4, Coleman st. Tuesday, Mar 3, at 11, 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
{ Gazette, Jan. 20.) 
CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IN CHANCERY. 
LIVERPOOL PROTECTIVE MONETARY ADVANCE COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order 
made by the Chancellor, dated Jan 5, it was ordered “2 the volun wind- 
up of the company be continued. ger and Cunliffe, Liverpool, 
for the petitioners 


[ Gazette, Jan. 16.) 
STANNARIES OF Gramm sit. 


IN CHANCER 
OKEL ;ToR Comp. LowiTeD.—By an order — 8 by the Vice Warden, dated 
Jan’ 12, it was cael that the company be wound up. Archer, Truro, agent 
for Davidson and Morriss, Queen Vi st, solicitors for i petitioner 


. Jan. 20.] 
Frrenpty Socretres Dissotvep. 


Untrep Sons OF THE WHEATSHEAF TRADE AND BENEFIT FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 
Ship Tavern, Wheeler st, Spitalfields. Jan i 
| Gasette, Jan. 16.) 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Rectsrrars In ATTENDANCE ON 








APPEAL CouRT APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
Date. a. 9. No.2. V. C. Bacon. Kay. 
Mon., Jan. 26 Mr. Carrington Mr. Clowes Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
Tuesday oop Jackson Koe Lavie Pemberton 
Wed........ - 28 Lavie Clowes Pugh Ward 
Thursday... 29 Pugh Koe Lavie Pemberton 
on 30 Merivale Clowes Pugh Ward 
SS « 81 King Koe Lavie Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry. NorrTa. PEARSON, 
Monday, Jan. ...........+. + Mr. Jackson Mr. King Mr. Farrer 
Carrington Merival | na mea 
“Z Jackson xi a F 
‘ 80 i in Farrer esa 
81 Carrington Merivale Teesdale 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Jan. 15, at Fin Yorkshire, Charles Edmund Robinson, 
“Sarnerat at Jane Anna, daughter of Robert Stirke, of Grazing Nook, 


EATHS. 
sme ae at 3S, Ponibroke-gardens Kensington, James J. Aston, Q.C., of 
Wurre.—Jan. re: , St. Catherine’s, Guildford, Whi 
faa and CR of t he county court of Guildford Bg RL 








LONDON GAZETTES 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the ae ma FO Act, 1869. 
bts mg Jan 
Short, Edward Hassard, Folkestone, Ke teat ‘Jan 13 
TUESDAY, _ 
Formby, Myles Lonsdale, Salcomb, Dev a 2 Jan 15 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1882. 


FRIDAY, Jan. 16, 1885. 
ERS. 

rte a erpool, Estate Liverpool. Pet Dec29. Ord Jan 
“y esam 26 fa 11 at a et the ouse, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 


Banton sy MA Bestote Wak Groce P 
ates gs rag , ur efield, r. Wakefield. Pet Jan 12, 


Alfred er’s End, Edmonton, Carpen E 
Jan 12. Ord Jan 12. no, Tanners End, vu yg ge sine 
. 0 . . Pet ; 
Ord Jan Jan 2 at 12 " weston 


William ,. St Leonards “ % 
oe Ord Sane? Exam Feb 9 Es SS COCA. SGD. PN 
k, Derby, Fish 


Dealer. Derby Pet Jan 12, Ord Jani2, Exam 


Jan 17 
Carter, Alfred Edwin, St und’s terr, ent’s Superintendent. High 
Court. Pet Jan12. Ord Jan 12, Exam oi git wt lca cia’ 1 Sees 
A Clifton , St John tioner. h Court. 


J 
Davies, Sam, W rerhempion, Licensed Victualler. Wolverhampton. Pet Jan 
Mephant, High Court, 


gardens, Bayswater, Diamond Merchan‘ 
23. Ord Jan 13, Exam 
‘an Bri pit Fob 18 ob It at 94, Lincoln's inn 


Pet Dee 
Demo, William Henry, Brighton, Pet Jan13, Ord Jan 4. 


lberto Duke st, rorene Consul-General to the Argentine 
republic. ’ flip Gcart. Pet Boo 5 an 13, Exam Feb 18 at 11 at 34, 


puincoln, Ralph, Li iverpool, Confectioner. Liverpool. Pet Jan 14. Ord J. 
Exam Jan 26 at 12 at the Courthouse, Government bldngs, Victoria st, no 

Fhancis, E ergy, Popinongad. Sicemnhoutinshine, Baker. Newport. Pet Jan 14. 
on igan be Todas. Birmingham, Pet Jan 18, Ord Jan 13. 

J ones, ROW ba [Senarrenig, Draper. Bangor. Pet Jani4. Ord 


Abererch. 

Jan 14. ree Feb 28 at 12 

Kury, “i Ban’ Court, Jeweller. Court. Pet Jan 14. Ord 
Fe ERTS hit teceoie ae 

Langilsad, sep Heb 0 & Shipbroker. Cardiff. PetJan14. OrdJani4. Exam 


Jan 23 at 2 
,» Thomas Lewis, , Upton, Torquay, Builder. Exeter. Pet Jan 13. Ord 
Jan 18, ‘Exam Feb 12 2ati1 
Loyd. njlary Jane, Newport, M Monmouthshire, Draper. Newport. Pet Jan 12. 
Exam Jan 26 at 
g, James, Hunstanton at Edmunds, Norfolk, Grocer. King’s Lynn. Pet 
Jan 0 Ord Jan 10. Exam Feb 20 at 10.80 at Court House, King’s Lyn 


Mofive p Pprnand, Biren: ham, Seti Builder. Birmingham. Pet Jan 
Millner, Edward, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Jani3. Ord Jan 13. 
5 ty ae  Statiordahise, Farmer. Wolverhampton. Pet Dec 29. Ord 
Murphey, Biche! Jos Joesph, Ley Lewisham rd, Kent, Tailor. Greenwich. Pet Jan 12. 
— yo od nd Sarah, Jennings, Hanl Ord Pe etn ered 18 at ii il 
pe Ke tea Londica rd, Croydon, Butcher. Croydon. Pet Jani2, Ord Jan 


4. Exam Feb 20 
, Frederick George, Plymouth, Tailor. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 12. 
Ord Jan 12, Exam Feb 2 at 1i 
r, Mat Manufacturer. Preston. Pet Jan 14. Ord 
en, Borth, Cardiganshire, Painter. Aberystwith. Pet Jan 
12. Ord Jan 12. | eg 2 at 11 
Rogers, T. V., Godliman s ligh Court. Pet Nov 24. Ord Jan 12. 
Feb 24 at 11.30 at $0 ab Lincoln's in 
a none, ie Derbyshire, SSabcher. Derby. Pet Dec 30. Ord 
eres, Yaten ~ 2 Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Baker. Derby. PetJani2. Ord 
an 12. 
bo -¥" ay gate, Boarding house Keeper. Canterbury. Pet Jan 12. 
an 12. an 23 
Taylor, Thomas, Watling st, Commission Agent. fee Court. Pet Jani2, Ord 
Jen, 12, eet Feb een. 30 at $4, Lincoln's inn 
Thomasson, Jom Be Bennett, Cardiff, Bookseller. Cardiff. Pet Jani4. Ord Jan 
14 an 23 
White, J Middles h, Publi Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
Pot dan is” iiddlesborough, Public n 23 
be - eens Swansea, Builden. ase. Pet Jani2. Ord Jan 12. Exam 
‘eb 
Worth, p, Georae Thomas Allen, Lee, Kent, Coach Wheelwright. Greenwich. Pet 
Jan 14 Jan 14, Exam Feb 10 at 1 
First MEETINGS. 
Baggallay, Jo Thomas Weston Baggallay, and Robert Spence, Love lane, 
ood st, W: ousemen. Jan 27 at 12. Cosnen ob Hotel, Cannon st 


Balmforth, F hen pad hey mse tede m Wee. Geooe. Jan 23 at 2. Official 


Receiver, Sou te chbrs, So 
Bates, Alfred Tanner’s en Reams Carpenter, Jan 26 at 11. 28 
and's9, Be Swithin's iene ws ton, 


, Gustavus Frederic, Cheltenham, Colonel Royal Artillery. Jan 23 at 10. 
County Court, Cheltenham 
ornemann, Augustus, Bath o. Unholsterer, Jan 26 at 12.30. Mr. Moore, High 
Bailiff, County Court, York st, Bath 
rookes, Thomas, Rromeyente, Preston, Innkeeper. Jan 28 at 11. Official Re- 
ullock, ck, Derby, Fish Dealer. Jan 23 at 3.30. Official Receiver. St 


il Canterbury, Veterinary Surgeon. Jan 23at10. 32, St 





George 
Geo: 8 st, Canterbury 
Cox, Jo. Ba Victualler, Jan 24 at 12.30. Mr. Moore, High Bailiff, 


ork Bath 
ord, Provision Dealer. Jan 28 ati1. Official Receiver, 
Ivegate chbrs, 


Bradford 
Davies, Jo ohn, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler. Jan 26 at 11. Official Re- 
Wol 


Hraser, Mary Anne, — Jan 28 at 10, 8, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
eS <n ge ang Jan 26 at 2. Official Receiver, County 
chbrs, Wate Hewenstie on Tyne 
Philip, Hotel Keeper. Jan 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 2, Bute 


Hull Geeree Birmingham, Drugegist. Jan 90at11, Official Receiver, Birming- 
Bind, William Henry, St Leonards on Sea, Lieut.-Colonel. Jan 24 at12. 28 and 
en 1, Bedford crots circhs, Bester Builder. Ye 27 at 11. Official vm 
ughtg Pee GEG semana Dee, Sun wo Ott 

ingham, i ‘ 
Dantes . Jan 2% at 11. Official Receiver, Townhall chbrs, 
Millner, Edward, Birmingham, Grocer. Jan 27 at 11. Official Receiver, Bir- 
Moore, Isaac, Lapley, Staffordshire, Farmer, Feb 2 at 14. Official Receiver, 


Wo 
Pinkham, Frederick Gocege, Plymouth, Tailor. Jan 26ati1. Official Receiver, 


: th, Lianfi Geneuts C hire, Painte 
4 > oT, 
Jan 23 of 12.45 = sa County Court Office, twith lyn, Cardiganshire, 1 
vi : byshire, Butcher. J t 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, et {me 8 Ty og he = 2 8 


Stevens, W: 30, > 
evens, Wiliam, Leng as Bre, Baker, Jan 2% at 2.30, Official Re- 
Taverner, Mary Ann, Birmingham, General Dealer. Jan 26 at 11. Official Re- 

ceiver, er, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Thresh, William Ellis, Plumber, Jan 26 at 3.80, Official Receiver, 





’s ch Ran od ata 
While "thomas; Sx Senses, Wellies Jan 26 at11. Official Receiver, 6, Rutland 
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ADJUDICATIONS. 
Agmeteong,, John Wadhurst, Sussex, Farmer. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Dec 11. 
Batley W “Rtavenshaw terr, Walham green, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 18. 
yo altroa ry Tapner’s End, Edmonton, Carpenter. Edmonton. Pet 
12. an 1 
a yor gk hborough, Leicestershire, Licensed Victualler. Leicest 
ot Dec 20. rd Jan 14 
Boulton, Jolin, Alcester, Warwickshire, Licensed Victualler. Warwick, Pet 
an 1 
saan, _ Stonegate, Preston, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Preston. Pet 
an 10 an 1 
mi KET . Widdison, Nottingham, Water Carrier. Nottingham. Pet Dec 
> 
Burrows, J) coepb, Chesterfield, Derbyshire, out of business. Chesterfield. Pet 
Dec 22.. Ord Jan 14 
Ord dan 1 Clara, Wolverhampton, Undertaker. Wolverhampton, Pet Jan 5. 


Craneh, 4 k, Mervan rd, Brixton, Builder. h Court. Pet oe ee ue Ord Jan 12 
se Ossie, ey Philip, Salford, Lancashire, Provision Merchant. Pet Dec 10. 
r 


Davies, 7a, +R jw otverhampton, Licensed Victualler. Wolverhampton. Pet Jan 


Eag i, Henry, Southend, Essex, General Factor. Birmingham. Pet Dec 29. 

r 

Henman, Edward Thomas, and Edward Thomas Henman, jun, Shoreditch, 
Stationers. ae Court. PetDec4, Ord Jan 12 

Jame, ' Wiilem Lee, Birmingham, Tobacconist. Birmingham. Pet Dec 29. 

a < Ji aa Hogarth’s pl, Earls ct, Jeweller. High Court. Pet Jani4. Ord 


Leaman, Thomas Lewis, Upton, Torquay, Builder. Exeter. Pet Jan 18. Ord 
an 1 
Lewin, Thomas Henry, Nottingham, Joiner. Nottingham. Pet Dec 19. Ord 


Lewes, J Ty Newcastle on Tyne, Shoemaker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Dec 31. 

et Jan 1 

Middleton, ‘Villiam, Yeterico, Blyth, Northumberland, Builder. Newcastle on 
Tyne. PetJans. Ord Jan 1 

Milner, Edward, Birmingham, , ee Birmingham. Pet Jani3. Ord Jan 13 

Nadin, L 2, saac, Tupton, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. Pet Oct 1. Ord 


Jan 
Rimmer, Charles Percy, Lee, Kent, Gent. Greenwich. Pet Oct 13, Ord Jan 4 
a ww jun., Anfield Liverpool, out of business. Liverpool. Pet Oct 31. 
an 
Roberts, William Owen, Borti., Llanfihangel Gene Cardiganshire, Painter. 
Aberystwith. PetJani2, OraJan 12 Parte . 
Rese, yacob, Byfleet, Surrey, Market Tesiines, Kingston, Surrey. Pet Dec 22. 
rd Jan 1 
Searle, Francis John, Sheffield, Hatter. Sheffield. Pet Dec 22. Ord Jan 
haw, Scaife, Leeds, Wholesale Chair Manufacturer. Leeds, Pet | * ora 
van 
gkingle, Jabez, Cardi, og etl Pet Dec 29. Ord Jan 138 
Nicholas, Hi Brixham, mshire, Master Mariner. East Stone- 





house. Pet D = ag Ord Jan 12 
Soper, William, Reading, Gunmaker. Pet Dec 5. Ord Jan 13 
Stevens, William, Long "Eaton, Dorbyene | . Derby. Pet Jan 12. Ord 


an 12 
Thornton : ohn, Blackburn, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. Blackburn. Pet Nov 28. 
an 
be te Georpe. fi jun, Watford, Hertfordshire, Millwright St Al ans. Pet 


Whesidon, Henry Dawe, Cabinet Maker. Derby. Pet Dec 30. Ord Jan 13 
Whitaker, John, Burnley, Lan Lancashire, Confectioner. Burnley. Pet Dec 23, 


Whites Ley co" + Ti Publican. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
be + Juliet, Carlton rd, Kilburn, Widow. High Court. Pet Sept22. Ord 
Wieween, Fete Ben, Burnley, Lancashire, General Draper. Burnley. Pet 
Williams, Evan, Amlwch, Anglesey, Clogger. Bangor. Pet Dec®. Ord Jan 10 


TUESDAY, Jan. 20, 1885.‘ 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ae Joseph, Sudbury, Suffolk, Innkee Colchester. Pet Jan 17. Ord 
Jan Exam Feb 6 at 3 at Townhall, Col icbetter 

Rieu, ‘Thomas Wilkinson, Stockton on Tees, Hotel Keeper. Stockton on .Tees 
and Middlesborough. Pet Janis. OrdJani5s. Exam Jan 23 

Bonney, Edward James, Gorleston, — Fishing Boat Owner. Great Yar- 
mone Pet Jan17. OrdJaniz7. Exam Feb 9 at 2.30 at Townhall, Great Yar- 





mow 
Browne, He Hodsell, Tonbri Kent, Wheelwright. Tonb: Well 
Pet Jan 1s. — % a _ 19 at a0 peg ” 
Cc , Auctioneer. Nottingham. 
~~ Grocer. Scarborough. Pet Jan 16, 
Cotto: oct mi Ret Great Queen st, Westminster. Court. Pet Dec 3, 
Ord Jan Exam Feb 18 at 11 at st Lincoln’s inn ields 
radock, Thomas , Hopewe ‘arm, Derbyshire, Late Farmer, now Steward. 
Derby, Pet Jan 14. Ord Jan 14, Exam Feb 14 at Py 
D rge, Roman rd, Bow, Brush Manufacturer. h Court. Pet Jan 
17. OrdJani7. Exam Feb 7 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Edwards, Louisa Adelaide. and Fox, Jane Ann, St Leonards on Sea, School- 
Festhen John ings. Pet te 14. Ord Jan 15. Exam ~ 9 
needa pian Ord Jan iC, san Web ga 8 “High Gout, Pot Jun 
ves, r" on st, 5 
a de gy OM. mi Fb 27 at 11 4t 4 Linool ‘sim tt peo si 
Ww omas, in Fancy Goods. 
High Gourt. Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 15. Exam Feb 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn 
Hae “William, and Pridham, W. H., Leadenhall st, Ship Brok High 
Pet Dec 1. Ord Jan 14. Exam Feb 27 at 11 at 34, » tineolers inn fields SAH 
ean ae Harrogate, Architect. York. Pet Jan 15, Ord Jan 15. Exam 
Henry Jupen, Castle st, Battersea, Journ Smith. His! 
Pet Jan 5. Ord Jan 17. Exam Feb 27 at that 34 Lincoln's inn fit 2 a 


Hunt, Henry, Stroud, Gloucestersbire. 


f the ct 
and dang Jompany. Gloucester. Pet Jan 6, gacaga 


Jan 17. Exam Feb 24 
Jam 1h, Ord Yen 10, fea Sen ee an he eos a ee ee 
ewis, Thomas, Hereford, Builder. Hereford. Pet Jan 13, OrdJan 18, Exam 


MacKean, Alexander, erchant. 
7, Ord San 10. Biases ob te ee ce ee en, eh Court. Bet Des 


Millward, Jchn, Liverpool, Waste Merchant. Liv ‘et Dec 21, 
as BF os ction Count eoume, Victoria 
ool 
Nicholse: i i ‘Ord Jan poutine, Totnes, Commission Agent. Dews- 
ee ay FY my * Jan 15 Jan 27 


William, Lo Bo are Gs Canaceth Pet Jan 17. 
ee Ary b 9 at 2.80 at ‘armo' 
Nortenat. Bi d, Warwickshire, Painter. Warwick. Pet Jan 14. Ord 


Hey ce to 
Panik John Berwisk st, Oxford st, Boot High Court. Pet Jan 15. 


Ord Jan 16. Exam Feb ioav it at, Lincoln's tun eld 


Ed Wi Court, Pet 
Pink, George Eas’ Beem Se 
Folkestone, Licensed 


Redgrave, Pie, jun, Canterbury. Pet Dec 
Bois, Hex yen Jan peer Dower. High Court. 


Ribbands AS Epaphen, Byrite 
Pet Jan 17. Ord Jan 1 at 
Rooke, A W, St Atban’s pl, Sta StJames BF eics . Pet Lance ee inn tek Jan 15. 
oe Ma ohaeah ed rd, Acton, Greengrocer. Brentford. Pet Jan 8. 


ee sy b ap at - 

Stam, Louis » Livi ol, Glazier. Liverpool. Pet Jan 16. Ord Jan 16, Exam 
Jan 29 at 11.30 at Court house, Gov: Yictorte ot, Léverpor 5 
Stansfield, William am Heary, Ripponden, nr ter. x an 

High Court. Pet Dec 


17. Ord Jan 
Ed ard, © iby Hall chbrs, Builder. 
Stone et yan 15. lexey Mar 8 at 11 34 atnooln's tun fields 
Whatmoug: iy James ee , Leeds, out of Leeds. PetJani7. OrdJan 
17. Exam Feb 3 at 11 
ilkinson, John W: So Licensed Victualler. LAverpod. Pet 
be Ord Jan 16. Py ted Court house, Governmen; ones 
toria st, Liverpool 

First MEETINGS. 


Athi, Vomncie Seams, Stratford Market, Corn Merchant. Jan 29 at 2. 33, Carey 

t 

Bathew, Willian, Uttoxeter, Staffordshire, Cattle Dealer. Jan 28 at 2. White 
m, Alired Sawin, Oe St = — 's terr, Regent’s pk, Superintendent. Feb 2 at 


Corn 1 mas, Kast Ack Yorkshire, Grocer. Jan 29 at 11.30. Official Re- 


mon 7_ New ‘bo Ackian, Yorkshire, 
os civer, 1 ‘New Oxf fo at, Clothier, Jan 29 at12. 33, 83, Carey st, Lincoln’ sinn 
ro” William H enry, Brighton, Jeweller. Jan 27 on st Hotel 
De Walt — ~ Joh. 8. Liverpool, Merchants. Feb 12at3. Official Receiver, 
35, cto’ 
wards, Louisa Adelaide, and Jane Ann Fox (Edwards and Fox), St Leonards 
~~ Schoolmistresses hy Jan 28 at 1. O} Receiver, Townhall chbrs, 


Feather, John, Hartshead Moor, Bockaston, X estahive, Innkeeper. Jan 27 at 
11 cial Receiver, Ivegate chbrs, B: 


Halley, = roy a *, "Sutton, Shipbroker. Jan 29 at 11. Bank- 
ee st Starbeck, 3 Yorkshire, Architect. Jan 28 at12. Official Receiver, 


York 
Hislop, islop, Edward, and Thomas Watson Mackwood, East India rd, Poplar, Mer- 
chants. 1, s 
Jones, Rowland, F Tour ont Sn Leones Draper. Jan 27 at 11. Royal 
ives, eahgnnerse Jan 27 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 2, Offa st, 


ioe eae Edmunds, Norfolk, Grocer. Jan 27 at 10.30. 


Stein Fran 
Feb # t 12.30. Co One 
ges fame Gone a Tailor. Jan 30 at 2. in Und hw 


tchiner, James Henry, and William Corn Merchants, 
Feb 3 at’ 11. 


seh. ait Hecker Og Poxragal sy Enel nn ee 


inn 

Murphy, Michael Teoegh, Komishaen wy Sates, Feb 3 at 11. Official Receiver, 
109, Victoria st, W. 

Nicholson, Francis Be ee tiny Yorkshire, Commission Agent. Jan 29 at 3. 
Offi 


Nowlan, Henry, Bi "Bidteny, st Roce” Warwickshire, Plumber, Jan 29 at 3.30, 
Owen Wiany iilibe oth, hand Sarah Jennings, 7 Jan 
eR ga 
es Xe 4 Soho, Builders. J at 11. 
Lancaster, Mat Manufacturer. Jan 28 at 1.30. eaeunadd 
Hrullastend, Ciocned Victualler. Jan 29 at 8. 73, Sandgate 
Rider, bridge rd, Bethnal green, Cabinetmaker. Feb 2 at 11. 33, 


Carey — inn 
spr cary Pratl, Kontsh Town ri St Pancras Bulle. Jan 30 at 12. 


mt Henry Daniel, Church rd, Acton, Greengrocer. Jan 27 atil. 28 and 29, 

Stethinte lane 

Stansfield, William Henry, Ri ur Halifax, Printer. Jan 30 at 11. Official 
Receiver, conta chirs, 

Stiles, Bradford, cpinghamsne, SETA, Jan 28 ati. Official Re- 
Taylor, Samuel, Margate, Boarding house ouse Keeper. Jan 30at10, 32, St George's 
W: W, West st, Bethnal Green, Slide Box Maker. Feb 3 at 11. 33, Carey st, 

Lincoin’s inn 
Watkinson, Ase, Harder’s nd, Peckham. Jan 380 at 1. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Whiteman, Hastings, Bookseller. Jan 27 at 2.90. 145, Ch 
Wits Paes dine te Victualler. Jan 2at 3. Official 


Receiver, ver, 95, ictoste norte a6, Laverpes 
Worth. a, Lee, Kent, Wheel t. Jan 28 at 11. Official 
Receiver, oe, ate, Vi Victoria st, W estminster — 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Webster, ddrerrod. Accountant. Liverpool. Pet Dec6. Ord Jan 16 
Balm, some, , Middlestown, nr Wakefield, Grocer. Wakefield. Pet Jan 12 


Boughton, . King, Aylesbury, Buckingham, Coal Merchant. Aylesbury. 
Pee Dee 8. Ord Jan 17 


Merchant, Li Pet Dec 22. Ord Jun 16 
ncashire, Hotel Proprietor. Ulverston 
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Cator, ae Laycock, nr Chippenham, Wiltshire, Brewer. Bath. Pet Dec 31- 


Ord Jan 
eye. Se Richard, Carnarvon, Brewer. Burton on Trent. Pet Dec 17. 
Coombe, Robert Westron, and Francis Wood Cognhe, Huxham, Devonshire, 
Paper ufacturers. Exeter. Pet Jani. Ord Jan 
sinuses Louisa a =A Jane Ann Fox, St Souuesd on Sea, School- 
Jan 14. Ord Jan 16 
Eapery A Lee Wom well,” ‘Brighton, Farmer. Brighton. Pet Dec 10. Ord 


ee, Braunton, Devonshire, Farmer. Barnstaple. PetJuly 4. Ord 


July 9 
Evans, Thomas, ie l, Printer. Liverpool. Pet Dec 31. Ord Jan 16 
anc ester, Estate Agent. Manchester. Pet Oct 15. Ord 


Higgins, Peter, M 


tige.; H James, Castle st, Battersea, Journeyman Smith. High Court. Pet 
an 

Hodgson, aonert >, ~ pres Scackleton, Yorkshire, out of business. York. Pet 

Holden, John or * Bthelden rd, Shepherd’s Bush. High Court. Pet Oct 15. 


Hosghtin, George William, Liverpool, Tailor. Liverpool. Pet Jani. Ord 
K Richard. Brighton. G Gent. Bri, ete Pet Sept 4. Ord Jan 1 
a. Henry, Praed st, Paddington, Dentist. High Court. ° Pet April 


Middleton, » 2 A Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Oldbury. 
Nachos: #4, Ord Jan a b Y 
n tt, 

ia ee ewsbury, Yorkshire, Commission Agent. Dewsbury. 

aan a Thomes, Lichfield, Staffordshire, Schoolmaster. Walsall. Pet Dec 
b an 1 

Put, P ing jamin, Coventry, Warwickshire, Bootmaker. Coventry. Pet Dec 22. 
Richardson, Geor, » Cae ‘Him, 

Yon ig ae ge = ty nr Coningsby, Lincolnshire, of no occupation. 

ri i> Henry Daniel, OSheech - Acton, Greengrocer. Brentford. Pet Jan 8. 
Stevens, Charles Se rmour, Sherbo . h Court. 

Pet May 20, “Ona uly 3 rne lane, Provision Merchant. High Co 
ae oy aon Percy, Melcombe Regis, Solicitor. Dorchester. PetDec30. Ord 
Vile, William He: and James Henry Heybyrne, Newport, Monmouthshire, 
Aerated Woter Manufacturers Wewpert (Mon.). * Pet Jan2. Ord Jan 16 
Wyatmonsh, James Riley, Leeds, out of business. Leeds. Pet Jan 17. 


Weise, Harcourt, Brockley, Kent, Traveller. Greenwich. Pet Dec18. Ord 


“ie Joseph C., Manchester, Jeweller. Manchester. Pet Dec12. Ord 
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SCHWEITZER’: S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Coco of the Finest Quality 
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oo t the most nutritious, per- 
—_ digestible for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
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Made instan 1 
taneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
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BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the bt og of the 
Judicial Bench Corporation of London & Cc. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars,Town Clerks, 
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6s. 6d., &., by Chemists and | CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
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WATERLOW BROS, & LAYTON. 
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with Facsimiles of Foumal and Informal 
Papers. By MICHAEL bd wt § LL.B., of 








the Middle Temple, lh ad 


Am CHANCERY BARRISTER, experienced In the Press. Shortly will be published. “ — on B nonce, 68. ; ‘Desi with onde 4s. 10d. 
Tuition and sometime Lecturer to the E SETTI. A T, ith ston on Patents, Designs, and Trade- 
Inecrpessted Law Society, Reads with a limited | pi Ban and neg Renewed pond Faw. es sa Marks. agers Esq., Q.C. 


—s of Gentlemen for the Intermediate and Final | Devided during the 


Year 1884 upon the Cann aoe 


Second Waitien, po MES 5 *@d. ; cash with order, 14s. 


tions. — Address, Sicma, care of Messrs. | Acts and Settled Land Act, 1882. 


Clowes & Sons, 27, Fleet-street, E.C. 


pe Sarmage WOMAN REQUIRES 
of Offices and Chambers; goo 


no ogo —No. 137, Vauxhall-street, 
ks ese S.E. 


—— your i or APART- 
MENTS THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE Searen. 
The original, best, and-most liberal. 
Cash prices. es No ent Chg or time 
ven. 


¥F. MOEDER, 250, Tottenham-co 
road, and — 20, an aod sin 21, “orvdlcmoen Ww. Estab- 
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K Hans LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild | 
on e y Delicious and Bay By more 








TianaWs LL WHISKY. 
The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies, 
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HE 
HOOD and HENRY W. CHALLIS, le 
London: REEVES & TURNER, 100, Chancery-lane. 


Just published. 

HE PRACTITIONER'S PROBATE 
MANUAL. By 8. WILKINSON, Chief Clerk 
oe: Deen wegen my La Work explains 

ing up of each or ‘orm in 
New Rules. Fees, and latest instructions as tu 

Procedure in Probate Registries 

Application should be made to the above at once 
enclosing postal order for 5s., the net cost. Copy will 





| be sent post-free. 


| tions ; terms m 
| p< Y Ras ; m0, St. Benets-place 





Now ready, price 9d. 
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Revised Saupe under Bankrupte: 
Tuomas Scott, Warwick-court, Reg and all 
Ww Stationers. 


PAW "EXAMINATIONS. —A Solicitor 
fa mtcpny Be the awh. 4 aed wd Hid Bee 


spa meg ag care a ao A 
Gracechurch- 


street, 
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Precedents of Bankruptcy Costs; Costs of ¢ Grants 
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Practical Guide to > Legacy y, Succession, 
Probate, Administration, a the New Accow 
Duties. yA, T. LAYTON 

Seventh Edition, price 2s., net. 

New Probate Duties, containing Notes 
sho Alterations in Practice Sogted by_ the 
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The Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 1882, 
with the So! Remuneration Act, issi, with 
Introduction, 8 and practical Notes, 
Forms, and Conveyancing Precedents, and com- 
prehensive ne Tables of ae Tey Costs. By 


ee iditice clare, p ce 3s. 6d., net. 
Convevaniein Costs, with the Rules 
under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, com 4 
hensive Tables, and pump Duties. By 
RUBINSTEIN, Solicito 
Edition, | price 12s. 6d. 
Public Health and Local Government 
1875, and Incorporated Statutes; with full 
explanatery Notes, and a 7 recent jasding 
Cases an d Decisions. By J. V. VESEY FITz 
GERALD, B.A 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE. 
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